) 


No. 12142 


United States 
Court of Appeals 


for the Ninth Girrcuit 


NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD, 
Petitioner, 


VS. 


CANNON MANUFACTURING CORPORATION 
and JAMES H. CANNON, an individual, doing 
business as CANNON ELECTRIC DEVELOP- 
MENT COMPANY, 

htespondents. 


Crauscript of Record 


In Two Volumes 
VOLUME I. 


(Pages { to 336, inclusive) i ie 


Petition for Enforcement of Order of the 
National Labor Relations Board 


PAUL FP, O'’BRI 


APR 29 194 


EN, 


_ BLERK 


Typo Press, 1017 California Drive, Burlingame, Calif. 4—_4—49 


No. 12142 


United Htates 
Court of Appeals 


for the Ninth Girrvit 


NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD, 
Petitioner, 


VS. 


CANNON MANUFACTURING CORPORATION 
and JAMES H. CANNON, an individual, doing 
business as CANNON ELECTRIC DEVELOP- 


MENT COMPANY, 
Respondents. 


Cranscript of Record 


In Two Volumes 
VOLUME I. 
(Pages | to 336, inclusive) 


Petition for Enforcement of Order of the 
National Labor Relations Board 


INDEX 


[Clerk’s Note: When deemed likely to be of an important nature, 
errors or doubtful matters appearing in the original certified record 
are printed literally in italic; and, likewise, cancelled matter appear- 
ing in the original certified record is printed and cancelled herein 
accordingly. When possible, an omission from the text is indicated by 
printing in italic the two words between which the omission seems 
to occur. ]} 


PAGE 
Answer to Petition for Enforcement of an Order 
ene WOO INCL Sa a 130 
Certificate of the National Labor Relations 
lot . ee i 
iecisionmand Order ..........2.ccccc eve ce cee 4 


Exception No. 31 (Excerpt from Exceptions).. 105 


Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Or- 
CHETOMEMRODOSC( o.oo one cee eee eee eee eee ees 18 


Order to Show Cause: 


illest J cha] i ES Re 118 

MeOmoie LS, 1949... ke ee eke eat 116 
Petition for Enforcement of an Order of the 

I LIGCES 5.5L Ai a ae a ae 106, 120 
Proposed Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law 

POMRM  .. . eR. bak. os hes a be 18 
Statement of Points to be Relied Upon......... 132 


Stipulation to Dispense with Printing of Cer- 
(avin J 40 1 


PAGE 
Transeript of Testimony and Proceedings... ... o4 
Exhibits for the Board: 
2—Letter. April 27, 1938, Cannon Electrice 
Development Co. to International Assn. 
oisMiachapists ............9700) 3. 636 
Adrmiedhimelwidence. ........ s.r 155 
3sA—Letter, May 6, 1938, John Queen to Can- 
non Electric Development Co............ 644 
Ndimiyted mm Mvtdence,......... 2 eee 155 
3B—Letter, May 11. 1938, Cannon Electric 
Development Co. to International Assn. 
OUewaGhiIMNISiS ..........4.. 0 645 
Admitted in Evidences... ... ..233.nneee 155 
d—Notice to Emplovees dated May 20, 1941. . 647 
admitiad aclividenca:..... ae 163 
6—Bulletin to Emplovees dated June 11, 1941 655 
Adimiyied in Knrdietig¢e ........... eee 164 


7i—Message to Hmplovees dated June 3, 1941. 658 
Admatted.1n evidence... eee 166 

8S—le Postal Card addressed to James HL. 
Cannon and Notice to Emplovees....... 661 
Admitted vigence.....22) 5 629 


10—Letter, Cannon Electric Development Co. 
to United Klectrical, Radio and Machine 
Workers of America dated June 25, 1941. 663 


Admitted in Evidence ....... eee Lie 
1i—Letter, July 3, 1941. James. Cannon to 

Local 1421 Klectrical Radio Mehe........ 665 

Adimutted in Evidence ....... 22 lis 


Tih 
PAGE 


Exhibits for the Board—(Cont’d) 


15—Bulletin to the Employees of Cannon 
Electric Development Co. and Cannon 


DU, (COGS ed RR a re 667 
Evammctted in Wiwd@Mce ................5 EG 
18—Letter, May 8, 1942, James H. Cannon to 
elite OTTOC'CS. 5 sei aa so eee 671 
Prommitted in Evidence ................. 182 
19—Bulletin to Employees dated May 29, 1942 674 
Proimatted in Hividehice ................. 186 
22—Bulletin to Employees dated Nov. 3, 1942. 676 
Prdmmetad in Evidenee................. 186 
23—A Message to ‘*‘Cannoneers’’ from James 
H. Cannon dated Nov. 11, 1942.......... 685 
Pramamenad in Hividence ...2............. 186 
yee iletin to Employees ................. 689 
Prommmited in Eividemee .............00.. 196 


37—Letter, July 31, 1942, Ned Mandella, Pres- 
ident Cannon Employees Assn. to Mr. 


Wimrence ATMOANT ............. 0.0000 en 693 

meanmitred in Mvitlehce ..........0....08 302 
45—Open Letter to Workers of Cannon and 

mer. 1.A. dated 5/26/43............... 694 

mcmucied 11 Kvidence ................. 631 
47—Letter 6/8/43, to Board of Directors of 

htt Co a | re 695 


Pramaicted in Hiicdence ................. 631 


LV. 


PAGE 
IexInhbits for the Board—(Cont'd) 
49—Notice to Herbert Caffarel et als, dated 
Ba SS! 696 
Agtrttedeim Iaxrtlerrge ...... 25... eee 631 


Letter, Cannon Kmployees Assn., Inc. to 
Herbert Caffarel, dated June 29, 1944.... 701 
ACimmiied it aevidence .....2.... 632 


ob 


o8—Letter “*T'o My Fellow Emplovecs”’ signed 


Plerengels Maynard ........0. 72a 702 
“emitted im lividemce ...... .... nee Do4+ 
62A—Letter, Carl Brant, Field Organizer, to 


James H. Cannon, dated May 26, 1941... 704 
Admitted in Evidences ..... eee 566 


62.B—l citer, James BH. Cannon to Winnied 
Electrical, Radio & Machine Workers of 


AimePicas datiad May 28, 1941). 70 eee 105 
Admitted in L:vidence ... ... . eee O66 


72—Telegram dated May 238, 1945, National 
Secretary of M.E.S.A. to James H. Can- 
NON... ©eee soc... . sss. 0 706 


Admitted in awicdence .... 22s asa 608 
Uxhibits for Respondent: 
2—Letter, Cannon mplovees Assn., Ine. 
dated June 9, 1943, to Cannon Mfg. Corp. TOT 


A dnaitted in sevice... . 2a eee 550 


12-Bb—Certificate of Results of Consent Elec- 
TiGtP oo... secs Coen. 709 


Vv. 


PAGE 
Exhibits for Respondent—(Cont’d) 

26—Letter, July 24, 1944, H. L. Brady to Can- 
nei IMUGRER 00), 6 ah nee ee WG 
pranmitted in Mividence ............0.04. 604 

27—Letter, July 25, 1944, Cannon Mfe. Corp. 
to Cannon Employees Assn., Inc......... fala: 
Admitted in Evidence ................. 604 

28—Letter, Julv 26, 1944, Cannon Employees 
Peon, to Cannon Mie Corp............. alg 
Peamitted in Wyvidemee ................. 604 


29—letter, March 16, 1945, Cannon Employ- 
ees Assn. to Cannon Mfg. Corp. & Cannon 
iiectric Development Co. .............. 714 
mrumnnbed in Hvidene@)...........s4.... 614 


30—Letter, Apr. 4, 1945, Cannon Employees 
Assn. to Cannon Mfg. Corp. & Cannon 


Electric Development Co. .............. 716 
mecmarged in HividenG@es................ 614 


Witnesses for the Board: 


Armant, Clarence Joseph 


CLC Gm tn 284 
CMOS sea er a etees Aes 328 
—VOdiReGh ....e.csanue eee 335, 340 
= eChOSS a ee eee 339 
recalled. (iLQ¢i.. s.r 435 
Caffarel, Herbert IL. 
Z2=( N00 an ae... ee A 
EOP OSS. \ 6-5 4 oa es eae 540 


Ve UILeGL os.ns So. ¢ ot nea Doll 


WwW. 


PAGE 
Witnesses for the Board—(Cont’d) 
Cannon, James H. 
eC i oc. | 143 
Teeuled, cdineet:,..0.:.2.. eee 195 
George, Alvin L. 
(0. ONE! 5. - 200 
—3@MOSS .........0.9e.4:.. 256 
Gibson, John Albert 
——(Gech...... . .. dae ee 00 
McBunnie, Rachel 
SSCNeCl ws ss oe 449 
Monjar, Elsie 
==direct ........4..5.5) 0 343 
—Téedinect ......2: 52. ee 372 
Nye, Monna Monnette 
=—(WMOCT ......-..5. 00 ool 
—recalled, direct. .........-..-.- 418 
—SQMOSS 2. cue ss 423 
Sullivan, Vivian Mary 
— diiect.......5.4. 2 400 
—GiOSS ..... 4052.0. = ee 415 


Wilcox, Asa S. 
— (rect ......05.-. eee 190 


—recalled, direct ........... 625, 632 


Vil. 


Witnesses for the Board—(Cont’d) 


Wiley, Lawrence M. 


—<lirect 


Youngberg, Clarence William, Jr. 


—direct 
—C?rOss 


TEC T CCUM xn ee ae 


Witnesses for Respondent : 


Cannon, James H. 


—direct 


Cr i 


—recalled, direct ............... 


—CYVOSS 


© ae e ee 8 6 ce #6: “6 6 Cw We! Cem fo “a Ww. (e” 10) 


Cannon, Robert J. 


—<direct 
—elross 


= yecalileceaittects... ..<: ...) ase 


—} GLOSS 


Hawkinson, Henry 


—<direct 
Cross 


Wilby, Judy Dunks 


direct 


Hobart, Frank G. 


= darect 


PAGE 


In the United States Court of Appeals 
for the Ninth Circuit 


No. 12142 
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD, 
Petitioner, 
V. 


CANNON MANUFACTURING CORPORATION 
and JAMES H. CANNON, an individual, doing 
business as CANNON ELECTRIC DEVELOP- 
MENT COMPANY, 

Respondents. 


CERTIFICATE OF THE NATIONAL LABOR 
RELATIONS BOARD 


The National Labor Relations Board, by its Ex- 
ecutive Secretary, duly authorized by Section 
203-87, Rules and Regulations of the National Re- 
lations Board—Series 5, as amended, hereby certi- 
fies that the documents annexed hereto constitute a 
full and accurate transcript of the entire record of 
a consolidated proceeding had before said Board, 
entitled, ‘‘In the Matter of Cannon Manufacturing 
Corporation and James H. Cannon, an individual, 
doing business as Cannon Electric Development 
Company and International Association of Machin- 
ists, Lodge 311, AFL, Case No. 21-C-2428,”’ and 
‘Tn the Matter of Cannon Manufacturing Corpora- 
tion and James H. Cannon, an individual doing 
business as Cannon Electric Development Company 
and United Electrical, Radio and Machine Workers 
of America, CIO, Case No. 21-C-2474,’’ such tran- 
script including the pleadings, testimony and evi- 


[¥) 
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dence upon which the order of the Board was 
entered, and including also the findings and order 
of the Board. 


Fully enumerated, said documents attached hereto 
are as follows: 


(1) Copy of order designating James C. Batten, 
Trial Examiner for the National Labor Relations 
Board, dated May 24, 1945. 


(2) Stenographic transeript of testimony taken 
before Trial Examiner Batten on May 24, 25, 28, 
29, 30, 31, June 1, 6, and 7, 1945, together witheall 


exhibits introduced in evidence. 


(3) Copy of respondents’ telegram, dated June 
18, 1945, requesting extension of time to file brief 
before the Trial Examiner. 


(4) Copy of ‘mal Examiner’s telegram to all 
parties, dated June 19, 1945, granting extension of 
time for filing briefs. 


(5) Copy of order transferring case to the 
Board, dated September 14, 1945, together with affi- 
davit of service thereof. 


(6) Copy of proposed findings of fact, proposed 
conclusions of law and proposed order, issued by the 
National Labor Relations Board on July 12, 1946 
(annexed to item 12 hereof), together with copy of 
affidavit of service thereof. 

(7) Copy of respondents’ telegram, dated July 
17, 1946, requesting extension of time to file ex- 
eeptions and briefs. 
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(8) Copy of telegrams, dated July 18, 1946, 
granting all parties extension of time for filing ex- 
ceptions and briefs. 


(9) Copy of respondents’ telegram, dated Au- 
gust 14, 1946, requesting further extension of time 
to file exceptions and briefs. 


(10) Copy of telegrams, dated August 15, 1946, 
eranting all parties further extension of time to file 
exceptions and briefs. 


(11) Copy of respondents’ exceptions to pro- 
posed findings of fact, proposed conclusions of law 
and proposed order. 


(12) Copy of Decision and Order, issued by the 
National Labor Relations Board, with Proposed 
findings of fact, proposed conclusions of law and 
proposed order annexed, together with affidavit of 
service and United States Post Office return re- 
ceipts thereof. 


In Testimony Whereof, the Executive Secretary of 
the National Labor Relations Board, being thereupto 
duly authorized as aforesaid, has hereunto set his 
hand and affixed the seal of the National Labor Rela- 
tions Board in the City of Washington, District of 
Columbia, this 24th day of December, 1948. 


(Seal) /s/ FRANK M. KLEILER 
Executive Secretary, National 
Labor Relations Board 
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United States of America 
Before the National Labor Relations Board 


Case No. 21-C-2428 


Tn the Matter of 

CANNON MANUFACTURING CORPORATION 
and JAMES H. CANNON, an individual, doing 
business as CANNON ELECTRIC DEVELOP- 
MENT COMPANY 


and 


INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MA- 
CHINISTS, LODGE 311 


Case No, 212@22474 


In the Matter of 
CANNON MANUFACTURING CORPORATION 
and JAMES H. CANNON, an individual doing 
business as CANNON ELECTRIC DEVELOP- 
MENT COMPANY 
and 


UNITED ELECTRICAL, RADIO & MACHINE 
WORKERS OF AMERICA, CIO 
My. Charles M. Ryan, for the Board. Mr. David 
H. Cannon, of Los Angeles, Calif., for the respond- 
ents. Miss Judy Dunks, of Los Angeles, Calif., for 
the UE. Mr. Maurice M. Miller, of counsel to the 
Board. 
DECISION and ORDER 
On July 12, 1946, the Board issued its Proposed 
Findings of Fact, Proposed Conclusions of Law, 
and Proposed Order in the above-entitled proceed- 
ings, a copy of which is attached hereto. Thereafter, 
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the respondents filed exceptions, and a brief in 
support thereof. 

The Board has considered the Proposed Findings 
of Fact, Proposed Conclusions of Law, and Pro- 
posed Order, the respondents’ exceptions and brief, 
and the entire record in the case, and hereby adopts 
as its final decision and order said Proposed Find- 
ings of Fact, Proposed Conclusions of Law, and 
Proposed Order, with the following additions and 
modifications: 

1. Although the respondents except to the pro- 
posed finding that the Contact Committee was a 
labor organization which represented their em- 
ployees, their brief concedes, for the sake of argu- 
ment, that the Committee was a labor organization 
within the meaning of the Act, and argues only that 
the organization was not dominated or controlled by 
the respondents. ‘The evidence to which our atten- 
tion is directed in this connection, however, was 
considered in detail 1n the preparation of the pro- 
posed finding. The statements contained in the 
documents cited by the respondents were not dis- 
regarded as self-serving statements, but constitute 
the very basis for our finding that the Contact Com- 
mittee was a creation of the respondents and that 
it operated as a bay to the freedom of self-organiza- 
tion guaranteed by the Act. We find the exceptions 
of the respondents in this connection to be without 
merit, and affirm the finding that the respondents 
dominated and interfered with the formation and 
administration of the Committee, and contributed 
support to it, within the meaning of Section 8 (2) 


of the Act. 
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2. The respondents except to the proposed find- 
ine that their enforcement of a no-solicitation rule 
was marked by disparity of treatment. Counsel for 
the respondents contends, in the first instance, that 
the rule in question was reasonable. We have had 
occasion in previous decisions to pomt out that the 
Act does not prevent an employer from making and 
enforeimg reasonable rules to govern the conduct of 
employees on company time. It is equally clear, 
however, that any rule designed to prohibit union 
solicitation by an employee outside of working 
hours, although on company property, represents 
an unreasonable restraint upon the exercise by em- 
plovees of the rights guaranteed by the Act. Such 
a mule must be presumed to be an unreasonable 
impediment of self-organization, and therefore dis- 
crnninatory, m the absenee of evidence that special 
circumstances make the rule necessary in order to 
maintain production or diseipline.* Such evidence is 
not present here. 

Irrespective of the nature of the rule, respond- 
ents contend that there 1s no basis for a finding 
that their enforcement of it was marked by dispar- 
ity of treatment. We note, however, that their argu- 
ment in this connection admits by inference the 
factual basis of the finding and merely asserts that 
wrongful Jaxity in the application of the rule to 
one of the competing organizations could not be 
cured by the grant of equal treatment to the other. 


"Matter of Peyton Packing Conrpany, 49 NobAkalb: 
828; enforced 142 Fed. 2d. 1009 (C. C. A. 5); cert. 
denied, 323 U.S. 730. 
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We find no merit in this contention. Upon the en- 
tire record, including, but without limitation, the 
demonstrated knowledge and partisanship of Super- 
intendent Cromwell with respect to the organization 
sponsored by Ned Mandella, the undenied _testi- 
mony of Monjar that her activities on behalf of that 
organization were never subjected to interference 
by foremen, although carried on in their presence, 
and the contrasting treatment of Lawrence Wiley,— 
and we find ample basis for a finding that the rule in 
question, whatever the motive which led to its adop- 
tion, was directed in practice against UE, and that 
its application in the manner described was intended 
by those immediately responsible for its enforce- 
ment to discourage membership in that organization, 
and to encourage adherence to the Cannon Em- 
ployees Association. 

3. The contention of the respondents that their 
first agreement with CEA was approved by our 
Regional Office is patently in error. It appears to 
be based upon the assertion by witnesses for the 
respondent that copies of the agreement in ques- 
tion were forwarded to the Regional Office, and 
that the office failed to express any opposition or 
other opinion with respect thereto. The Regional 
Office, however, was clearly under no obligation to 
act in such a situation; its failure to act cannot be 
deseribed as implied or express approval of the 
agreement. Indeed, the expression of any opinion 
with respect thereto, under the circumstances cited 
by the respondents, would be beyond the authority 
conferred upon the Board and its agents by the Act. 
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We find no merit, therefore, in the contention of 
the respondents that the provision in their agree- 
ments with CEA regarding the check-off of dues 
has received the approval of this Board. 

In connection with the proposed order directing 
the reimbursement of dues checked off to CEA, 
the respondents argue that they could not properly 
have publicized the voluntary features of the check- 
off, on the ground that CEA could have charged 
them with interference if they had done so. We find 
this contention to be without merit. The record 
contains no indication that copies of the agreement 
in question were ever posted for the information 
of employees, although such action would appropri- 
ately have served the desired purpose. Similarly, 
a notice couched in purely informative language, 
designed to explain the obligation of the respond- 
ents and the rights of employees under the agree- 
ment, could not in itself have been considered inter- 
ference within the meaning of the Act. 

+. The respondents except to statements made in 
connection with a proposed finding which character- 
izes letters addressed by James H. Cannon to Harry 
Bridges, in the spring of 1942, as a vilification of 
Bridges, the UE, and the type of trade unionism 
which they were alleged to represent, incorrectly as- 
suming that the proposed finding of a violation of 
Section 8 (1) of the Act in this connection is based 
upon the aforesaid letters to Bridges. Our finding 
is actually based upon ‘‘similar statements’* em- 
bodied in an open letter to the employees. 

>. The argument of the respondents in support 
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of their exception with respect to the present status 
of CEA, and the present contractual relationship 
between the respondents and their employees, is 
apparently based upon the erroneous assumption 
that the proposed findings with respect to the 8 (2) 
allegations of the complaint are bottomed in part 
upon these factors. Upon the present record, how- 
ever, the relationship of the respondent to MESA 
is irrelevant to any charge of company domination 
and interference, and the facts with respect to 
present contractual relations are set forth merely 
to complete the history of employee organization 
at the plants involved herein. 

Similarly, the respondents’ assumption that we 
considered the speed of their initial contractual 
negotiations with CEA as a factor in the proposed 
finding of support and domination appears to rest 
upon a misconception of the significance attached 
to that fact. We do not rely on that fact in the de- 
termination that CEA is a company dominated 
organization, within the meaning of Section 8 (2) 
of the Act. 

6. The argument of the respondents in support 
of their exception with respect to the separation of 
Florence Maynard is based entirely upon an admis- 
sion by Maynard in the letter distributed to em- 
ployees before her ouster by the Cannon Employees 
Association. Although Caffarel testified clearly and 
without contradiction, as noted in the proposed 
findings, that he had been separated contempo- 
raneously with Maynard, under circumstances which 
establish that both were discharged, the respondents 
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have offered no evidence based upon their own rec- 
ords or other reliable testimony to establish that the 
separation of Maynard occurred under other eir- 
cumstances. We find the exception of the respond- 
ents in this connection, therefore, to be without 
merit. 


= 


(. With respect to the dismissal of Armant, the 
respondents argue, in effect, that his treatment by 
the companies before the discharge on which the 
complaint is abused should be considered as evidence 
of their good faith m discharging him. While it 
is true that the respondents failed to act on several 
earlier requests by CEA for Armant’s discharge, the 
record as a whole does not support the contention 
that they were finally ‘‘foreed’’ to dispense with 
his services. In their brief the respondents refer 
to the hearing which proceeded his discharge as an 
arbitration’ proceeding, although James H. Can- 
non testified specifically that this was not the case. 
similarly, the statement in the bref that ‘‘the re- 
spondents were faced with the absolute necessity of 
discharging Mi. Armant upon lis being rejected 
as a member of CEA’’ is without foundation in the 
record, because there is no evidence that the Board 
of Pirectors of the contracting union had ever 
taken official action to revoke Armant’s member- 
ship in that organization. 


The remainme exceptions raise no substantial 
issue beyond those already considered and discussed 
at length in the proposed findings. We find them 
to be without merit. 
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ORDER 

Upon the entire record in the case, and pursuant 
to Section 10 (c) of the National Labor Relations 
Act, the National Labor Relations Board hereby 
orders that the respondent, Cannon Manufacturing 
Corporation, and its officers, agents, successors and 
assigns, and James H. Cannon, an individual doing 
business as the Cannon Electric Development Com- 
pany, Los Angeles, California, and his agents, suc- 
cessors and assigns, shall: 


1. Cease and desist from: 


(a) Dominating or interfering with the adminis- 
tration of the Contact Committee, by whatever name 
it may be known, or of the Cannon Employees’ 
Association, or the formation or administration of 
any other labor organization of their employees, and 
from contributing financial or other support to the 
Contact Committee or the Cannon Employees’ As- 
sociation, or to any other labor organization of 
their employees; 


(b) Recognizing the Cannon Employees’ <As- 
sociation, or any successor thereto, as the represen- 
tative of any of thei employees for the purpose of 
dealing with the respondents concerning grievances, 
labor disputes, wages, rates of pay, hours of em- 
ployment, or other conditions of employment; 


(c) Giving effect to any and all contracts with 
the Cannon Employees’ Association, or to supple- 
ments thereto, or modifications thereof, or any 
superseding agreements ; 


(d) Encouraging membership in the Cannon 
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Employee's Association, or any other labor organi- 
gation of their employees, and discouraging meni- 
bership in United Electrical, Radio & Machine 
Workers of America, affiliated with the Congress 
of Industrial Organizations, or International Asso- 
ciation of Machinists, Lodge 311, unaffiliated, or 
any other labor organizations of their employees, 
by discharging or refusing to reinstate any of their 
employees, or by discriminating in any other man- 
ner in regard to their hire or tenure of employment, 
or any term or condition of their employment ; 


(ec) In any other manner interfering with, re- 
straining, or coercing thei employees in the exer- 
cise of the right to self-organization, to form labor 
organizations, to join or assist United Electrical, 
Radio & Machine Workers of America or Inter- 
national Association of Machinists, Local 311, or 
any other labor organization, to bargain collectively 
through representatives of their own choosing, and 
to engage in concerted activities for the purpose of 
collective bargaining or any mutual aid or protec- 
tion, as guaranteed in Section 7 of the Act. 


2. ‘Take the following affirmative action, which 
the Board finds will effectuate the pohetes of the 
Bct: 


“The Board expressly reserves the nght to modify 
the back-pay and reinstatement provisions of this 
order 1f made necessary by a change of conditions 
in the future, and to make such supplements thereto 
as may hereafter become necessary in order to de- 
fine or clarify their application to a specific set of 
circumstances not now apparent. 
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(a) Withdraw and withhold all recognition from 
the Cannon FEimployees’ Association, as the repre- 
sentative of any of their employees for the purpose 
of dealing with the respondents concerning griev- 
ances, labor disputes, wages, rates of pay, hours of 
employment or other conditions of employment, and 
completely disestablish that organization as such 
representative ; 

(b) Refrain from recognizing the Contact Com- 
mittee, by whatever name it may be known, as the 
collective bargaining representative of any of their 
employees, in the event that organization should 
ever return to active existence; 

(ec) Reimburse all employees, whose dues in the 
Cannon Employees’ Association were checked off by 
the respondents, for the amounts thus deducted 
from their wages since February 15, 1945; 

(d) Offer to Alvin L. George, Clarence Joseph 
Armant, Joan Lawrence, Erma A. Evenstad, Vivian 
Mary Sullivan, Monna Monnette Nye, Ada Lish, 
Kloise Hunt, Clarence William Youngberg, Jr., and 
Herbert H. Caffarel, immediate and full reinstate- 
ment to their former or substantially equivalent 
positions, without prejudice to their seniority or 
other rights and privileges; 


“In accordance with the Board’s consistent inter- 
pretation of the term, the expression ‘‘former or 
substantially equivalent position’? is intended to 
mean ‘‘former position wherever possible, but if 
such position is no longer in existence, then to a 
substantially equivalent position. ’’ See Matter of 
The Chase National Bank of the City of New York, 
San Juan Puerto Rico Branch, 65 N.L.R.B. 827. 
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(ec) Offer to Florence Maynard immediate and 
full reinstatement to her former or a substantially 
equivalent position, in the manner set forth in the 
proposed findings attached hereto, in the section 
entitled ‘The remedy” ; 


(f) Make whole Alvin L. George for any loss 
of pay he may have suffered by reason of the re- 
spondents’ discrimination against him, by payment 
to him of a sum of money equal to the amount which 
he normally would have earned as wages during the 
period from September 26 to October 15, 1942, 
when charges filed on is behalf were withdrawn 
and from January 16, 1945 to the date of the re- 
spondents’ offer of reinstatement, less his net earn- 
ings’ during these periods; 


(2) Make whole Clarence Joseph Armant for 
any loss of pay he may have suffered by reason of 
the respondents’ discrimination against him, by 
payment to him of a sum of money equal to the 
amount which he normally would have earned as 
wages during the period from the date of his dis- 


‘By ‘‘net earnings”? is meant earnings less ex- 
penses, such as for transportation, room, and board, 
insurred by an employee m connection with obtain- 
ing work and working elsewhere than for the re- 
spondent, which would not have been incurred but 
for his unlawful discharge of the consequent neces- 
sity of his seeking employment elsewhere. See Mat- 
ter of Crossett Lumber Company, 8 N.U.R.B. 440. 
Monies received for work performed upon Federal, 
State, county, municipal, or other work-rehef proj- 
ects shall be considered as earnings. See Republic 
Steel Corporation v. NIUDIRSB., oll Se. t 
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charge to October 15, 1942, when charges filed on 
his behalf were withdrawn, and from January 16, 
1945, to the date of the respondents’ offer of 1ein- 
statement, less his net earnings during these 
periods ; 


(h) Make whole Joan Lawrence, Erma A. Hiven- 
stad, Vivian Mary Sulivan, Monna Monnette Nye, 
Ada Lish, Eloise Hunt, and Clarence William 
Youngberg, Jr., for any loss of pay which they may 
have suffered by reason of the respondents’ dis- 
crimination against them, by payment to each of 
them of a sum. of money equal to the amount which 
each normally would have earned as wages from 
the date on which charges were filed on their behalf 
to the date of the respondents’ offer of reinstate- 
ment, less the net earnings of each during such 
period ; 


(1) Make whole Florence Maynard for any loss 
of pay she may have suffered or may suffer by 
reason of the respondents’ discrimination against 
her, by payment to her of a sum of money de- 
termined in the manner set forth in the proposed 
findings attached hereto, in the section entitled 
Peitesremecy’’ ; 


(J) Make whole Herbert H. Caffarel for any 
loss of pay he may have suffered by reason of the 
respondents’ discrimination against him, by pay- 
ment to hun of a sum of money equal to the amount 
which he normally would have earned as wages 
from July 29, 1944, the date of his discriminatory 
discharge, to the date of the respondents’ offer of 
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reinstatement, less his net earnings during this 
period ; 

(k) Post at their plants in Los Angeles, Cali- 
fornia, copies of notice attached to the Proposed 
Iindings of Fact, Proposed Conclusions of Law and 
Proposed Order, marked ‘‘Appendix A.’” Copies 
of said notice, to be furnished by the Regional 
Director for the Twenty-first Region, shall, after 
being duly signed by the respondents’ representa- 
tives, be posted by the respondents immediately 
upon receipt thereof, and mamtained by them for 
sixty (60) consecutive days thereafter, in conspicu- 
ous places, meluding all places where notices to 
employees are customarily posted. Reasonable steps 
shall be taken by the respondents to insure that 
said notices are not altered, defaced, or covered by 
any other material ; 


(1) Notify the Regional Director for the 
Twenty-first Region in writing within ten (10) 
days from the date of this Order, what steps the 
respondents have taken to comply herewith. 


It Is Further Ordered that the complaint against 
Cannon Manufacturing Corporation and James H. 
Cannon, an individual, doing business as Cannon 
Electric Development Company, be, and it hereby 
is, dismissed, insofar as it alleges that the respond- 


‘In the event this order is enforced by decree of 
a Circuit Court of Appeals, there shall be inserted, 
before the words ‘*A Decision and Order,’ the 
words: ‘tA Decree of the United States Circuit 
Court of Appeals Enforcing.”’ 
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ents discriminated in regard to the hire and tenure 
of employment of Gus Palm, Louis Tournie, and 
Louis LaGuerre Drouet. 

Signed at Washington, D. C., this 16 day of 
December 1946. 


PAUL M. HERZOG, 
Chairman, 


JOHN M. HOUSTON, 
Member, 


(Seal) National Labor Relations Board 
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Umted States of America 
Before the National Labor Relations Board 


Ca&e No. 21-C-2428 


In the Matter of CANNON MANUFACTURING CORPORATION 
and JAMES H. CANNON, an individual, doing business as 
CANNON ELECTRIC DEVELOPMENT COMPANY! and IN- 
TERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MACHINISTS, LODGE 
Sule 


Case No. 21-C-2474 


In the Matter of CANNON MANUFACTURING CORPORATION 
and JAMES H. CANNON, an indivdual doing business as CAN- 
NON ELECTRIC DEVELOPMENT COMPANY, and UNITED 
ELECTRICAL, RADIO & MACHINE WORKERS OF AMER- 
ICA, CIO. 


Mr. Charles M. Ryan, for the Board. Mr. David 
H. Cannon, of Los Angeles, Calif., for the respond- 
ent. Miss Judy Dunks, of Los Angeles, Calif., for 
the UE. Mr. Maurice M. Miller, of counsel to the 
Board. 


PROPOSED FINDINGS OF FACT, 
PROPOSED CONCLUSIONS OF LAW and 
PROPOSED ORDER 


Statement of the Case 


Upon amended charges duly filed by Interna- 
tional Association of Machinists, Lodge 311, herein 
called the JAM, and United Electrical, Radio & 
Machine Workers of America, affilated with the 
Congress of Industrial Organizations, herein desig- 


The parties agreed that Cannon Electric Development Com- 
pany was the correct name for the business operations of this re- 
spondent, and the pleadings and other formal papers were amended 
accordingly. 
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nated as Ul, the National Labor Relations Board, 
herein called the Board, by the Regional Director 
for the Twenty-first Region (Los Angeles, Cali- 
fornia), issued its consolidated complaint,’ dated 
February 15, 1945, and an amendment thereto, dated 
May 7, 1945, against Cannon Manufacturing Cor- 
poration, herein called the Corporation, and James 
H. Cannon, an individual, doing business as Can- 
non Hlectric Development Company, herein desig- 
nated as the Company, both herein designated 
jointly at times as the respondents, alleging that the 
respondents had engaged in and were engaging in 
unfair labor practices within the meaning of Sec- 
tion 8 (1), (2), and (3) and Section 2 (6) and (7) 
of the National Labor Relations Act, 49 Stat. 449, 
herein ealled the Act. Copies of the consolidated 
complaint, the amendment thereto, the amended 
charges, and the notice of hearing, were duly served 
upon the Corporation, the Company, the IAM, UE, 
and the Cannon Employees Association, herein 
designated as CEA. 


With respect to the alleged unfair Jabor prac- 
tices, the amended complaint, as further amended 
at the hearing, stated, in substance, that the re- 
spondents: (1) on or about May 20, 1941, had in- 
augurated, sponsored, promoted and formed a labor 
organization among their employees known as the 
Contact Committee; (2) beginning on or about 


"The Board, on February 14, 1945, pursuant to 
Article II, Section 36 (b) of its Rules and Regula- 
tions as amended, had ordered the consolidation of 
the cases involved herein. 
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May 20, 1941, and continuing to on or about Sep- 
tember 15, 1941, had dominated and interfered with 
the formation and administration of the Contact 
Committee, contributed financial and other support 
thereto, and coerced, encouraged, influenced and 
persuaded their employees to accept the Contact 
Committee as a collective bargaining representa- 
tive; (3) on or about January 1, 1941, had in- 
augurated, sponsored, promoted and formed a labor 
organization among the employees known as the 
Cannon Employees Association, originally known as 
the Cannon Employees Recreation Association, 
herein called CERA; (4) continuously since Janu- 
ary 1, 1941, has dominated and interfered with the 
formation and administration of CEA, contributed 
financial and other support thereto, and coerced, en- 
couraged, influenced and persuaded their employees 
to accept CEA as a collective bargaining representa- 
tive; (5) entered into and presently have an agree- 
ment with CEA, under which they have required 
and now require as a condition of employment that 
their employees join and remain members of CEA 
and pay dues and assessments to it; (6) by enter- 
ing into such an agreement with CEA, which agree- 
ment is invalid, and particularly by the require- 
ment that the employees join and remain members 
of that organization and pay dues and assessments 
to it, have interfered with, restrained and coerced 
their employees and continue to interfere with, re- 
strain and coerce them in the exercise of rights 
enaranteed by the Act, thereby engaging in unfair 
labor practices within the meaning of Section 8 (1) 
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and (2) of the Act—for which conduct the respond- 
ents should be required to reimburse and make 
whole their employees, including present employees 
and former employees, by payment to them of a sum 
of money equal to the amount of money which the 
employees have paid in dues and assessments to 
CEA; (7) on various dates between December 5, 
1941 and July 29, 1944, discharged and refused to 
reinstate six named employees*® for the reason that 
they joined and assisted UE or in the JAM, respec- 
tively, opposed CEA, and engaged in concerted ac- 
tivities with other employees for their mutual aid 
and protection; (8) on or about June 12, 1943, dis- 
charged and refused to reinstate eight named em- 
ployees* for the reason that they joined and assisted 
UE and refused to maintain membership in CEA 
or pay dues and assessments to it; (9) discouraged 
membership of their employees in the [AM and UE 
by making scurrilous, defamatory and derogatory 
attacks upon the said labor organizations and their 
representatives, by threatening their employees with 
retaliation and reprisal if they joined or assisted 
such labor organizations, and by engaging in sur- 
veillance of union meetings and activities; and (10) 
by all the foregoing acts interfered with, restrained, 


“Gus Palm, Alvin L. George, Clarence Joseph 
Armant, Florence Maynard, Herbert H. Caffarel, 
and Louis La Guerre Drouet. 


‘Joan Lawrence, Erma A. Evenstad, Vivian Mary 
Sullivan, Monna Monnette Nye, Louis Tournie, Ada 
Lish, Eloise Hunt and Clarence William Young- 
berg, Jr. 
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and coerced their employees in the exercise of the 
rights guaranteed in Section 7 of the Act. 

The respondents’ answer, as amended at the hear- 
ing, admitted the jurisdictional allegations of the 
complaint as to the Company but denied such al- 
legations as to the Corporation. The answer of the 
respondents also admitted that the IAM, UE, and 
CEA are labor organizations within the meaning 
of the Act, but denied that the Cannon Employces 
Recreational Association and the Contact Commit- 
tee were ever labor organizations within the mean- 
ing of the Act. In their answer the respondents fur- 
ther admitted the discharges alleged, but denied the 
commission of the unfair labor practices set forth 
in the amended complaint, and as an affirmative 
defense alleged that the Board is estopped from 
proceeding on the issues herein for the reason that 
these issues had been fully determined and settled 
by the action of the Board in a previous representa- 
tion proceeding. 

Pursuant to notice a hearing was held on various 
dates between May 24 and June 7, 1945, at Tos 
Angeles, California, before James C. Batten, the 
Trial Examiner duly designated by the Chef Trial 
Examiner. The Board and the respondents were 
represented by counsel, and the UE by its repre- 
sentative. All participated in the hearing. Full op- 
portunity to be heard, to examine and cross-examine 
witnesses and to introduce evidence bearmg upon 
the issues was afforded to all parties. 

At the opening of the hearing, counsel for the 
Board served upon the parties a ‘‘Second Amend- 
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ment to the Complaint.’’ Counsel for the respond- 
ents, by agreement of the parties, was thereupon 
eranted additional time to file an amended answer. 
The respondents also moved for a continuance, upon 
the ground that the second amendment to the com- 
plaint entirely changed the issues. he motion was 
denied.’ Counsel for the respondents also objected 
to any hearing on the complaint, upon the ground 
that the issues framed therein had been passed upon 
with a degree of finality by the National Labor 
Relations Board, as set forth in the affirmative de- 
fense in the respondents’ answer. The Trial Ex- 
aminer overruled the objection. Counsel for the re- 
spondents then requested the exclusion of all wit- 
nesses, except a representative of the respondents 
and representatives of the complaining labor organi- 
zations. The motion was granted, but respondents’ 
counsel withdrew it when the Trial Examiner re- 
fused to permit more than one representative of 
the respondents to remain at the hearing, under a 
uniform appheation of the rule. Counsel] for the 
respondents renewed the motion for the exclusion of 
witnesses later in the hearing, at which time the 
Trial Examiner stated that he had no objection 
to the exclusion of witnesses if the rule were uni- 
formly applied. Counsel for the respondents and 
the Board gave no indication that they were willing 


* he second amendment to the complaint did not 
change the issues as set forth in the original com- 
plaint, but did strike from the amended complaint 
certain allegations of which the respondents had 
had proper notice. 
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to have the rule invoked upon such a basis. At the 
close of the testimony, Board’s counsel moved to 
conform the pleadings to the proof with respect to 
names, dates, and other formal matters. There was 
no objection, but the Trial Examiner failed to make 
a formal ruling on the motion. ‘The motion is hereby 
eranted. Counsel for the respondents then moved 
to dismiss the entire consolidated proceeding, upon 
the ground that all the issues involved had thereto- 
fore been heard and determined by the Board, and 
were well known to UE, the IAM, and the Board at 
the time of two earher elections, the consent elec- 
tion of September 9, 1941 and the Board-ordered 
election of January 25, 1948. The motion was 
denied. At the conclusion of the hearing the parties 
informally discussed the issues. Briefs were filed 
by the Board and the respondents. 


During the course of the hearing the Trial Ex- 
aminer made rulings on other motions and objec- 
tions to the admission of evidence. he Board has 
reviewed the rulings of the Trial Examiner and 
finds that no prejudicial error was committed. The 
Trial Examiner’s rulings at the hearing are hereby 
affirmed. 

On September 14, 1945, the Board, acting pur- 
suant to Article II, Section 36 (a) of the National 
Labor Relations Board Rules and Regulations, 
Series 3, as amended, issued an order providing that 
the case be transferred and continued before the 
s0ard for the issuance of Proposed Findings of 
act, Proposed Conclusions of Law, and Proposed 
Order. 
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Upon the entire record in the case, the Board 
makes the following: 


PROPOSED FINDINGS OF FACT 


I. The Business of the Respondents’ 

Cannon Manufacturing Corporation, a California 
corporation, has its principal office and place of 
business at Los Angeles, California, where it is en- 
gaged in the manufacture of cable connections and 
electrical specialties. During the calendar year end- 
ing December 31, 1934, the Corporation purchased 
materials in excess of $3,000,000, for use in its man- 
ufacturing plant, of which materials worth approxi- 
mately $500,000 were obtained from sources outside 
the State of California. During the same period, the 
entire manufacturing output of the Corporation, 
ralued in excess of $7,000,000, was sold to the Can- 
non Electric Development Company. 

James H. Cannon, individual, doing business as 
Cannon Electric Development Company, operates 
as a contracting agency. The Company designs and 
engineers the products of the Corporation, conducts 
all necessary advertising, and handles all sales. In 
1944 its sales execeded $7,000,000 in value. Approxi- 
mately 15 percent of the sales were made directly to 
the United States Government, while 70 percent 
were made to aircraft companies having Govern- 
ment contracts, a substantial percentage being ship- 
ped to points outside the State of California. 


*The findings made herein with respect to the 
business of the respondents are based upon admis- 
sions in the amended answer and a stipulation of 
the parties. 
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We find that the respondents are engaged in 
commerce within the meaning of the Act.’ 

While the respondents appear to maintain sepa- 
yate legal and accounting identities, they are in fact 
operated as a single integrated enterprise, occu- 
pying the same office and plant.* The Corporation 
is Wholly owned by James H. Cannon, but the man- 
agerial control and the operations of both enter- 


* Counsel for the respondents admits that the Com- 
pany is engaged in commerce within the meaning of 
the Act, but makes no such admission with respect 
to the Corporation. In connection with a prior rep- 
resentation proceedings, however, discussed more 
fully hereinafter, the respondents stipulated that 
the Corporation and the Company were ‘engaged 
in interstate commeree’’ within the meaning of the 
Act. Cannon Manufacturing Corporation, et al., 46 
Noe. Hit. 002: 

“The business was created in 1915 by James H. 
Cannon, operating under the name of the Cannon 
Electric Development Company. In 1920 the busi- 
ness was incorporated, but continued to operate 
under the same name until 19389, when it became 
Cannon Manufacturing Corporation. At the same 
time James H. Cannon registered the Cannon Elec- 
tric Development Company as the trade name of a 
sole proprictorship, which became the engineering 
and sales agency of the Corporation. Both organ- 
izations jointly occupied what is now known as 
Plant No. 1 until late in 1940, when the offices and 
most of the operations were moved to a new build- 
ing, known as Plant No. 2. Unless otherwise speei- 
fied, the individuals involved in the present proceed- 
ine were officers, supervisors, or employees of the 
Corporation, which employed approximately 1,300 
of the 1,500 persons on the pay roll of the re 
spondents. 


— 
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prises are closely coordinated. James H. Cannon, 
in his capacity as president of the Corporation and 
sole owner of the Company, actively conducts the 
operations of each, and directs the labor relations 
policy of both respondents. Since the evidence 
establishes that the respondents operate as a unit 
and maintain a common policy in labor relations 
matters, it 1s clear, and we find, that for the pur- 
poses of the instant case, the respondents constitute 
a single employer under Section 2 (2) of the Act. 


IJ. The Organizations Involved 

United Electrical, Radio & Machine Workers of 
America is a labor organization affiliated with the 
Congress of Industrial Organizations, admitting to 
membership employees of the respondents. 

International Association of Machiinsts, Lodge 
311, unaffiliated, is a labor organization admitting 
to membership employees of the respondents. 

Cannon Employees Association, originally known 
as the Cannon Employees Recreation Association, 
is an unaffiliated labor organization admitting to 
membership employees of the respondents. 

The Contact Committee was an unaffilated labor 
organization which represented the employees of the 
respondents. 


III. The Unfaiy Labor Practices 


A. Early labor relations history; accompanying 
interference, restraint, and coercion. 


The employees of the Company’ first evidenced. 


* See footnote 8, supra. 
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interest in a labor organization in 1937, at which 
time the International Brotherhood of Electrical 
Workers executed a written agreement with the 
firm. In the spring of 1938, the TAM requested 
recognition. The resulting correspondence between 
that organization and the Company included several 
letters m which James H, Cannon vilified the Union 
threatened to discharge union supporters in his em- 
ploy, and indicated that he would welcome an ‘‘in- 
side’* organization of his employees ‘to discuss 
problems of mutual interest’? with management. He 
declared, inter aha, that the Union was ‘‘promot- 
me” the idea that employees could ‘‘blackmail’’ 
higher wages out of an employer, characterized the 
Wagner Act as ‘tone of the most flagrant miscar- 
riages of justice’? m the statute books, and prom- 
ised that ‘‘any undue activity’? by the emplovees 
would result in ‘‘tragedy.’’ In a letter dated May 
11, 1938, Cannon declared that he possessed *‘suf- 
ficient ‘intestinal fortitude’ to tell any outside o1- 
ganization that tries to ‘horn in’ and disorganize the 
workes, to go to hell,’’ and invited dissatisfied em- 
ployees to resign, as he saw no reason for ‘‘wasting 
further time in discussing the formation of a clique 
that could dominate the operation of (the) busimess 
over the will of the management.’’” During the 


While we believe it to be hkely that these letters 
were seen by emplovees of the Company, there is no 
testimony to indicate that this occurred. We make no 
finding, therefore, that these statements constitute 
interference, restraint, or coercion. They serve, nev- 
ertheless, to indicate the general attitude of the re- 
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same period, according to the undenied and credited 
testimony of Alvin George, a witness for the Board, 
Plant Superintendent Roy Cromwell suggested that 
he attend an IAM meeting, and questioned him 
thereafter about the number present, the identity 
of those of who conducted the meeting, and the 
nature of the discussion. 


On June 21, 1938 the [AM reached an agreement 
with the Company, effective from year to year 
thereafter, subject to modification or termination 
at the end of any yearly period. This contract has 
never been formally terminated, but the available 
evidence indicates, and we find, that the grievance 
committee established by its terms did not function 
in 1939 and 1940. There is no further evidence of 
TAM organizational activity among the respondents’ 
employees before the filing of the charges which 
initiated the present consolidated proceeding. 


B. Company domination and support of employee 
organizations; accompanying interference, 
restraint, and coercion. 


1. The Contact Committee 


In December, 1940, shortly after the respondents 
had transferred the major part of their operations 
to Plant No. 2, as already noted, UE began an or- 
ganizational campaign among the respondents’ em- 
ployees. James H. Cannon testified that this ac- 


spondents to so-called ‘‘outside’’ organizations, and 
we have considered them in evaluating other conduct 
ascribed to the respondents and discussed more fully 
hereinafter. 
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tivity on behalf of UE coincided with a fourfold 
expansion of the Corporation pay roll—a develop- 
ment which created a number of ‘personnel prob- 
lems,"’ and which led Cannon to the conclusion that 
some method for dealing with grievances and the 
adjustment of working conditions was essential. 
Accordingly, on May 20, 19+1, he issued an open let- 
ter to the employees, in which he suggested the 
formation of an employees’ ‘‘Contact Committee’’ 
for this purpose. The letter indicated the manner 
in which the Committee would function, the type 
of men who should be nominated to it, and set forth 
in some detail the election procedure to be used. 
Jannon promised that Committee members would 
receive additional pay and clerical help. He con- 
cluded with a general discussion of his plans for 
employee welfare, expressed the belief that the 
proposed system would bring substantial benefits 
to the employees, and appealed for their coopera- 
tion.” 

The letter of May 20 was distributed at the plant 
gates by the staff of the ‘‘Cannoneer,”’ a monthly 
pubheation of the respondents. Shortly thereafter, 
Mary Torrence, assistant editor of the ‘Can- 
noneer, conducted two elections in the plant, to 
enable the employees to select the membership of 
the Committee. The emplovees cast their ballots on 
company time. One weck later, Torrence announced 


"On May 26, 1941, when UE requested the re- 
spondents to recognize a grievance committee on 
behalf of Ul members, the request was refused by 
the respondents. 
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the results, and also announced that the Committee 
would hold its first meeting in the plant conference 
room. 


The newly elected group met as scheduled, with 
James H. Cannon and his son Rober Cannon, vice 
president and general manager of the Corporation, 
in attendance. The Cannons suggested that its o1- 
ganization be completed, and officers were then 
elected. Herbert Caffarel was named chairman of 
the group. His letter of thanks, which accompanied 
a statement of committee procedure signed by 
James H. Cannon, was revised by the editor of the 
‘‘Cannoneer’’ and distributed at the plant gates by 
the staff of that publication. Thereafter, the Com- 
mittee met frequently on the swing shift in the plant 
conference room and discussed employee grievances 
in the presence of James H. Cannon or his son.” 
On several occasions, in open letters to the em- 
ployees, Cannon praised the Committee and urged 
the employees to support it. The Committee fell 
into a state of desuetude, however, and eventually 
ceased to function after having been in existence 
for approximately 3 months.” 

It is clear from the above recital, and we find, 


” Caffarel testified that the Committee considered 
one grievance involving a discharge who sought re- 
instatement, and also brought to the attention of 
management a case in which several employees com- 
plained about the conduct of their foreman. 

“The Committee has never been disestablished. 
James H. Cannon admitted further that the re- 
spondents’ employees have never been informed of- 
ficially that the Committee has ceased to exist. 
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that the Contact Committee was a labor organiza- 
tion within the meaning of Section 2 (5) of the Act, 
and that it was a creation of the respondents in its 
entirety. The Committee was formed and existed 
for purpose of dealing and did deal with the re- 
spondents concerning grievances and conditions of 
work. It came into being through the direct solicita- 
tion of the respondents, and was dominated by the 
Cannons, father and son, throughout its entire 
period of activity. he contention of the respond- 
ents that Committee members were chosen in a free 
and secret ballot, and functioned without interfer- 
ence, is not supported by the record. We find that 
the Contact Committee was intended, and did oper- 
ate, as a bar to the freedom of self-organization 
guaranteed by the Act. By their conduct, as set 
forth above, the respondents have dominated and 
interfered with the formation and administration 
of the Contact Committee, and contributed support 
to it, within the meaning of Section 8 (2) of the 
Act, thereby interfering with, restraining and coere- 
ing their employees in the exercise of the rights 
guaranteed in Section 7 of the Act. 


=) 


2. ‘he Cannon Kmployees Recreation Association 
and the Cannon Employees Association. 


On the day after a UE sound truck first ap- 
peared before the respondents’ plant, in January 
1941, Ned Mandella, a tool crib attendant, placed 
a petition on the tool exib counter and asked em- 
ployees to sign it ‘‘te keep out the C1O.’’ The docu- 
ment was later designated as a list of membership 
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applications for the Cannon Employees Recreation 
Association. One of the employees solicited by 
Mandella was Alvin L. George, a carpenter. The 
latter refused to sign, advising Mandella that he 
did not believe such a petition could properly be 
circulated on company time. Withing the week, 
George was called into the office of Plant Superin- 
tendent Ray Cromwell, who asked why he did not 
join the organization which Mandella was forming. 
When George stated that he did not wish to get in 
trouble with the respondents, Cromwell replied that 
it was all right, and that the respondents knew what 
Mandella was doing. He stated that the organiza- 
tion would be a ‘‘company union,’’ and asked 
George to join. However, despite further solicita- 
tion by Mandella, George refused to become a mem- 
ber of the new organization, and eventually joined 
UE, as hereinafter noted. 


Other witnesses stated that the petition which 
Mandella asked them to sign identified the organiza- 
tion being formed as a ‘‘elub’’ designed to sponsor 
recreational and athletic activities. Shortly after 
the initial circulation of the petition, a bulletin 
board for CERA announcements was erected near 
the office of Superintendent Cromwell. Bulletins 
announcing a forthcoming election of officers for 
CERA. were posted thereon. Lawrence Wiley, an 
employee, testified credibly that these bulletins, 
which included a suggested slate of officers, re- 
mained posted for a week, and that the election 
was held shortly thereafter. A ballot box was placed 
near Cromwell’s office, ballots were distributed in 
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the various departments, and employees were per- 
mitted to vote during working hours. Wiley and 
two other employees counted the ballots in the plant. 
Ned Mandella was elected president of the organiza- 
tion. 

The officers and board of directors selected in 
this fashion held several mectings between Janu- 
ary and April 1941." During this period various 
representatives of the organization continued to 
solicit members among the employees, and dis- 
tributed membership cards in the name of CERA.” 
The record, however, contains no indication that 
CERA ever functioned in the fashion indicated by 
its name. 

In the meantime, on February 28, 1941, Articles 


“Joseph Lewis, an attorney who subsequently 
represented the Cannon Employees Association, was 
present at two of these meetings. 
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The first membershp ecards distributed bore the 
trade mark of the respondents, but this distinguish- 
ing feature was omitted when the cards were sub- 
sequently reprinted. Both James H. Cannon and 
Robert Cannon, testified that this use of the re- 
spondents’ trade mark was entirely unauthorized, 
that they had been unaware of its use on CERA 
cards until the matter was called to their attention, 
and that Mandella was immediately ordered to dis- 
continue the use of cards bearing the firm trade 
mark. The trade mark is prominently displayed 
throughout the plant and can be reproduced with- 
out the use of a special cut. Its use by CERA, there- 
fore, cannot be considered indicative of support by 
the respondents, in the absence of direct evidence 
that its use in the manner indicated was authorized 
ov permitted by them. 
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of Incorporation and By-Laws for an organization 
known as the Cannon Employees Association were 
filed with the State authorities. The CEA, organ- 
ized as a non-profit corporation, was authorized to 
engage in a wide range of welfare activities and to 
act as a labor organization. According to the 
credited testimony of Wiley, a director of CHRA 
and one of the incorporators of CEA, the directors 
of the Cannon Employees Recreation Association 
voted in Apri] 1941 to change the name of the or- 
ganization to Cannon Employees Association and to 
continue operations under the charter and bylaws 
previously noted.” Although Wiley and one of the 
other directors resigned almost immediately there- 
after, Ned Mandella retained his position as presi- 
dent of the new organization without any further 
election. He appointed two directors to replace those 
who had resigned, and the board of directors of 
CERA contained to act as the governing body of 
the new organization. 

On or about May 20, 1941, Elsie Monjar, an em- 
ployee, had a conversation with Mandella in the 
plant, in which the latter stated that CERA, CEA, 
and the Cannon Employees Welfare Association,” 
‘are all mine.’’ He told Monjar that CHRA and 
CEA ‘‘are the same thing,”’ and that ‘‘the boss”’ 
had asked him to organize CEA. In response to a 


"Wiley testified that Mandella said the action 
was being taken ‘‘to keep out the CIO”’ bv setting 
up CEA as a labor organization. 

“A welfare organization whose activities are not 
otherwise relevant in this proceeding. 
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question by Monjar, Mandclla stated that 1t was 
not a company union but an ‘‘employees union,” 
designed to keep out the CIO. He invited Monjar 
to solicit members for CEA on her shift, and ad- 
vised her to ‘forganize’? during working hours. 
Monjar did solicit members for CEA thereafter. 
She turned in lists of new members and the initia- 
tion fees she collected to secretary of CEA during 
the working hours of the latter, at which time the 
secretary gave her membership cards for distribu- 
tion to new members. CERA membership cards 
were used to record the dues payments of CEA 
inembers as late as July 1941, although the former 
organization supposedly had ceased to exist in 
April.’* According to Monjar’s uncontradicted testi- 
mony, which we credit, the foreman of the depart- 
ment in which the secretary worked observed her 
conversations with Mandella and the secretary on 
each of the oecasions on which they conferred, but 
never interfered. 

On several occasions during this period, James H. 
Cannon distributed open letters to the employees, 


“Counsel for the respondents contended there 
was no connection between CERA and CEA. It is 
clear from the above that this contention is without 
merit. When called as a witness for the respondents, 
James H. Cannon admitted the connection between 
the two organizations. His testimony on direct ex- 
amination reads as follows: 

A. The C.1_A. staated to organize, I mess, aime 
der that old name of the Association. 

Q. The Cannon Emplovees Recreation Associa- 
tion? i  Yest Sime. 
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and copies of correspondence with UE which clearly 
indieated his hostility to that organization. ‘These 
letters included statements that the respondents 
would never operate a closed shop, that ‘‘outside”’ 
organizations would never dictate to the companies, 
and that UE had misrepresented the position of the 
respondents with respect to its organizational activi- 
ties. On July 3, 1941, in a letter to UE which was 
also distributed to the employees, Cannon chal- 
lenged the UE to prove an alleged statement that he 
was dishonest, or to withdraw from the plant. 

Herbert Caffarel was another employee ap- 
proached by Mandella, who requested that he as- 
sist in the organization of CEA. Caffarel was given 
a badge which identified him as a ‘‘Member of the 
Board of Directors’? and solicited members for 
CEA on the plant premises during working hours, 
primarily in his own department. 

On June 9, 1941, CEA filed with the Board a 
petition for an investigation and certification of 
representatives. Durimg the months that followed, 
both UE and CEA appear to have engaged in ex- 
tensive organizational activity within the plant of 
the respondents. Adherents of both organizations 
solicited membership during working hours. On 
August 15, 1941, the respondents issued a pamphlet, 


> which 


‘“Employee Information and Regulations,’ 
provided inter aha that employees were not to 


solicit membership in any organization ‘‘during 


o 


5 National Labor Relations Board vs. 


working hours or on company property.’ The rec- 
ord established however, that Caffarel, Mandella 
and other employees continued to solicit members 
for CEA on the respondents” premises thereafter, 
and there is no speciife evidence of disciplinary 
action by the respondents against supporters of the 
aforesaid organization.” 


We find no indication in the record that repre- 
sentatives of management knowingly permitted UE 


“The rule, as quoted, is obviously too broad. See 
Peyton Packing Company, 49 N.L.R.B. 828: en- 
forced 142 If. (2d) 1009 (C. C. A. 5). It was re 
scinded, however, in March, 1942, and has not been 
enforced since that date. 

We note, in this comection, that the by-laws of 
CEA, adopted earlier in 1941, hsted 17 ‘*Grounds 
for Discharge of Members.’’ The regulations de- 
scribed above sted 13 types of activity which they 
would consider ‘‘Causes for Discharge.’’ Eleven of 
the causes for discharge cited by the respondents 
are identical with types of activity previously listed 
by CEA as grounds for discharge. The by-laws of 
CEA were amended subsequently, and the title of 
the section to which reference is made was changed 
to read ‘‘Grounds for Expulsion of Members.” 


*° Some of the volunteer organizers on behalf of 
CEA were leaden at the time. Although the record 
supports an inference that the respondents’ leadmen 
had sufficient authority to be classified as super- 
visors, it is clear that they were considered by all 
parties to be within the unit appropriate for collec- 
tive bargaining at the plant of the respondents. 
Leadmen were permitted to vote in the 1941 con- 
sent election noted hereinafter and there is no indi- 
cation of their exclusion from the unit in the later 
cleetion directed by the Board. 
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supporters to engage in similar activities on com- 
pany time. The evidence is to the contrary and the 
freedom accorded to Mandella, Caffarel and others, 
to solicit on behalf of CEA during working hours, 
stands in marked contrast to the treatment of volun- 
teer organizers for UK.” Lawrence Wiley, who had 
joined UE and became a steward shortly after his 
resignation from CHRA, was approached at his 
machine on or about August 28, 1941, by two em- 
ployees who inquired about joining the CIO. De- 
spite Wiley’s refusal to discuss the matter during 
working hours, they returned several times and he 
finally gave them membership cards. Within a few 
minutes Howard Jorgensen, Superintendent Crom- 
well’s secretary, called Wiley into the office of the 
latter, and Cromwell discharged him forthwith for 
soliciting in behalf of the Union on company time. 


Thereafter, on September 2, UE ealled a strike 
of the respondents’ employees, to protest the dis- 
charge of Wiley and several other UE stewards who 
had been dismissed at the same time. Local repre- 
sentatives of the armed services and the Office of 
Production Management arranged a conference of 
the interested parties forthwith. As a result of the 
conference which was held at the Regional Office 


* Robert Cannon testified that foremen had been 
instructed to remain neutral and to enforce the re- 
spondents’ rules in all case, regardless of the union 
involved. He stated generally that workers had been 
disciplined for organizing on company time, but 
made no specific denial of the testimony summarized 
herein. 
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of the Board and attended by representatives of 
UE, CEA, and the respondents, UE agreed to termi- 
nate the strike, the respondents agreed to reinstate 
the discharged stewards subject to arbitration, and 
the parties agreed to a consent election on the pe- 
tition then before the Board. 

During the week preeeding the election, when- 
ever the UE sound truck appeared before the plant, 
loud speakers on the plant roof under the control 
of the respondents, were used to broadcast musie 
with great volume, an action which effeetively inter- 
fered with the efforts of UE to solicit support 
among the employees. In contrast, the undisputed 
evidence shows that a few days before the eleetion 
some CEA literature was placed on the Corpora- 
tion’s time clock and was permitted to remain there 
for the perusal of employees, although a plant 
euard was permanently stationed nearby, at a post 
which commanded a clear view of the elock. On 
September 8, according to undisputed testimony, 
one of the respondents’ foremen, Glenn MeClung, 
appeared at work wearing a CEA button.” 

The election was held on September 9, 1941, and 
CEA received a majority of the valid votes east. 
Objections to the eleetion filed by UE were over- 
ruled by the Regional Director on October 17. 

Shortly thereafter, on a date which does not ap- 
pear in the record, James H. Cannon issued a let- 
ter to the employees in which he praised CEA, 


* On the day of the election, after the results were 
announced, the same foreman said, ‘* Well, we won 
tie election.’ 
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urged the employees to support it, and spoke of the 
fact that ‘“‘the declaration of war’’ on CEA had 
upset it ‘‘as much as it did the management.”’ 
Within a week of the election Foreman Glen Mce- 
Clung advised Clarence Armant to discard his UE 
steward’s badge and join CEA. 

On or about October 14, 1941, Louis LaGuerre 
Drouet, who was then a director of CEA, Andrew 
Bereznak, its vice-president, and Mandella went to 
a local branch of the Citizens National Bank during 
working hours, where they secured a loan of $500 
on an unsecured note for the use of CEA.” 


“ Although Drouet was the principal witness in 
this connection, our findings on this point are not 
based on his testimony, but on the testimony of H. 
V. Vogelsang, branch manager of the bank, and 
Robert Cannon. Drouet’s testimony, considered in 
its totality, and in the hght of his prior inconsistent 
statements under oath, does not impress us as cred- 
ible. None of the findings made herein are based 
upon testimony supplied by Drouet. 


In testifying as to the bank loan now under dis- 
cussion, H. V. Vogelsang, branch manager of the 
bank, stated that he had approved an unsecured 
loan to these employees without any investigation 
of their financial resources or credit standing, other 
than a telephone call to verify their status as em- 
ployees of the Corporation. While admitting on di- 
rect examination that he knew James H. Cannon, 
and that the latter had had an account with the bank 
in 1941, Vogelsang denied that Cannon was now a 
director of the bank, and testified that he did not 
beheve Cannon had occupied that position in 1941. 
Robert Cannon testified that he had received a tele- 
phone call from Vogelsang when the application for 
the loan was made, but stated that he had merely 
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Thereafter, on October 24, 1941, following a short 
period of negotiation, the respondents and CEA ex- 
ecuted an agreement effective for a term of 1 year 
and Pe thereafter, subject to termination 
on 30 days’ notice. The agreement provided for a 
union shop, union membership being compulsory 
for employees who completed a 90 day probationary 
period.” In return, CHA agreed to accept as mem- 
bers all persons employed by the respondents within 
the bargaining unit on the date when the contract 
was signed who made written application for mem- 
bership within 10 days of that date, ‘tas long as it 
does not conflict with the bylaws of the Associa- 


advised Vogelsang as to the employment status of 
the applicants. ic denied that he had sent the men 
to the bank, denied any advance knowledge of their 
intention to seek a loan, and demied that he had 
guaranteed the loan in any way. 

While the testimony of Vogelsang indicated that 
the loan was made without adequate investigation, 
there is no direct evidence that his willingness to 
advance the money in this fashion was due to as- 
surances by the respondents. Although there appears 
to be ground for suspicion that the action of the 
bank was motivated by such assurance, the evidence 
fails to establish that such was the ease, and ac- 
cordingly we make no finding to that effeet ‘herein. 


*'Tn this connection, we note that the 1937 con- 
tract with the IBEW, and the 1988 agreement with 
the TAM, had not provided for any form of union 
security. James H. Cannon testified he had an- 
nounced at the time that he would never sign a 
closed-shop contract with an affiliated union. There 
is no evidence that the respondents opposed the in- 
clusion of a union security clause in their contract 
with CHA. 
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tion.” The agreement also provided for a volun- 
tary check-off of dues, but the record established 
that employees were never clearly notified that 
cheeck-off authorizations were voluntary. They were 
asked to authorize the dues check-off at the same 
time they were told that execution of a membership 
application was a prerequisite to continued employ- 
ment with the respondents. 

In November 1941, Frank Hobart, employee rela- 
tions director and editor-in-chief of the ‘‘Can- 
noneer,’”’ notified Elsie Monjar, a member of the 
editorial staff, that she would have to choose be- 
tween the ‘‘Cannoneer’’ and the ‘‘UE-Cannon 
News”’ to which she was also contributing. Hobart 
informed Monjar that, in his opinion, her continued 
activity as a writer for both pubheations involved 
a conflict of interest. Monjar denied that any con- 
flict of mnterest existed in fact, but announced her 
resignation from the staff of the ‘‘Cannoneer’’ as 
the result of Hobart’s request. The record shows 
that four of the employees associated with the 
‘‘Cannoneer’’ at the time of Monjar’s resignation 
were active members of CEA, and that six persons 
subsequently associated with the house organ con- 


*°On November 5, 1941, CEA requested the dis- 
missal of 122 named employees who had not signed 
applications for membership within 10 days after 
the execution of the agreement. On December 3, the 
organization requested the discharge of 13 named 
employees (including 6 of the persons named in the 
complaint), on the ground that its board of directors 
had voted to reject their applications for member- 
ship. There is no record of the ultimate disposition 
made of this request. 
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tributed simultaneously to the ‘‘CEA News,” a 
publication of the contracting union.” Hobart testi- 
fied at the hearing that he had not knowingly per- 
mitted reporters on the staff of the *“‘CEA News’’ 
to write for the ‘‘Cannoneer.’’ However, the edi- 
torial staff of the “‘CKA News’ was listed in that 
pubheation; and it would seem meredible that Ho- 
bart was wnaavaré of the fact that six of “his re 
porters were also on the staff of the ‘‘CEA News.”’ 
Upon all the evidence, we find that Hobart was 
fully cognizant of the related activities of his staff 
at all times, and that Ins action with respect to 
Monjar was discriminatory. 

Several months after the 1941 consent election, 
CA held its first election of officers.” This clee- 
tion was held in the plant cafeteria, a separate 
building on the respondents’ premises administered 
by the Cannon Reereation Association.** The polls 


26 


The record also shows that Monjar was the onlv 
employee who ever wrote simultaneously for UE 
and the aforesaid pubheation of the respondents. 

“Some time prior to this event, on a date which 
does not appear in the record, Mandela approached 
Catfarel, chairman of the Contact Committee, and 
suggested that the Committee be disbanded. The 
Committee did vote to disband, and Mandella, who 
was present at the meeting, stated that he would 
like to take the entire Committee into CKA hecause 
of their familiarity with the adjustment of griev- 
ances, 

“This organization is a non-profit corporation 
Which sponsors recreational activities for the em- 
plovees with funds derived from the operation of 
the cafeteria. It is officered and operated entirely 
by agents of the two respondents. 
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were open all day. Ballots were counted in the Cor- 
poration conference room after the polls closed. A. 
subsequent run-off election was conducted in similar 
fashion. 


b. Organizational activity in 1942; the Board- 
ordered election. 


Sometime in February 1942, Alvin L. George, a 
known adherent of UE and one of the stewards 
whose discharge had precipitated the walk-out of 
September 2, was formally charged with a violation 
of CEA bylaws, as the result of an incident dis- 
eussed more fully below.” Although he received no 
formal hearing on the charge, and although the rec- 
ord fails to reveal any effort by CEA to expell 
him from membership, he was dismissed on March 
4, 1942. 

During 1942, the respondents and CEA conducted 
an irregular correspondence on such matters as the 
dismissal of dues delinquents, and alleged diserim- 
imation against CEA stewards by foremen. The rec- 
ord is silent as to other aspects of the relationship 
between the respondents and CEA. 


UE, however, had resumed its organizational ac- 
tivities among the employees of the respondents in 
the spring of 1942. At the outset of its campaign, 
Harry Bridges, Regional Director for the CIO, 
wrote several letters to James H. Cannon with re- 
spect to the objectives of UE. Copies of these let- 


* George had become a member of CEA sometime 
before this incident, in conformity with the require- 
ments of the existing agreement. 
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ters were distributed to the employees by the Union. 
The letters written by Cannon in response generally 
vilified Bridges, the UE, and the type of trade 
Wnionism which they were alleged to represent. Al- 
though there is no evidence that copies of these let- 
ters were distributed to the employees, an open let- 
ter distributed to them on May 29, 1942, contained 
similar statements. In a letter to the employees 
dated June 19, 1942, James H. Cannon stated that a 
new agreement would soon be negotiated, and that 
a ‘representative setup’? in CEA was ‘‘well under 
way, although somewhat behind delivery.’’? Other 
open letters distributed in November 1942, after 
the filing of the UE petition, described the union 
circulars as defamatory, criticized unions generally 
and the UE in particular for its previous organiza- 
tional activity, and warned the employees that labor 
would have to face the ‘‘vengeful wrath’”’ of return- 
ing veterans. 

In the meantime, during June of that year, 
Clarence Joseph Armant, a UE supporter who 
maintained membership in CEA under the terms of 
the existing contract, was charged with several vio- 
lations of the CEA bylaws. The charges were ‘‘in- 
veshigated’? by the CEA board of directors.” 
Armant’s subsequent discharge at the request of 
CEA was referred to the U. 8S. Conciliation Service, 
and the respondents agreed to reimstate him with 


* Lows LaGuerre Drouet, Janitor foreman of the 
respondent Corporation, was an active member of 
the CEA board at the time, and participated in the 
investigation. 


Cannon Manufacturing Corp., et al. 47 


back pay on September 12, 1942. Within one-half 
hour of his return a group of CEA supporters met 
in the plant cafeteria to protest his reinstatement. 
The resulting dispute was ‘‘arbitrated,’”’? on Sep- 
tember 15, at which time James H. Cannon reviewed 
the charges against Armant. Several days later 
Armant was notified that Cannon had concurred 
in the request of CEA, and that he should consider 
himself discharged. 

On September 21, 1942, UE filed a petition for 
certification as the representative of the respond- 
ents’ employees.” A Decision and Direction of 
Hilection was issued on December 31, 1942. The elec- 
tion was held on January 25, 1948, and CEA again 
received a majority of the valid votes cast. On 
January 30, 1943, UE filed objections alleging, in 
substance, that the respondents had illegally as- 
sisted CEA prior to the election. At the same time 
UE filed formal charges, alleging generally that 
the companies had violated Sections 8 (1) and (2) 
of the Act. On March 18, 19438, the Regional Di- 


* Thereafter, on September 26, UE filed charges 
alleging that CEA was company-dominated, and 
that the discharges of George and Armant had been 
effected with discriminatory intent. These charges 
were withdrawn without prejudice on October 15, 
1942, apparently to enable the Board to proceed 
with the representation case. 

On November 25, 1942, CEA filed charges alleg- 
ing that the Corporation was assisting UE in its 
organizational campaign. These charges were fully 
investigated, and the Regional Director refused to 
issue a complaint. His action was sustained by the 
Board on December 26, 1942. 
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rector notified Uli of Ins refusal to issue a com- 
plaint, and filed a Report on Objections which con- 
cluded that none of the objections raised substantial 
or material issues. In a Supplemental Decision and 
Certification of Representatives, issued Api] 12, 
1943, the Board overruled the objections and certt- 
fied CEA. 

Thereafter, on May 5, 1948, the respondents and 
CEA executed a new agreement, to be effective 
for 1 year or the duration of the war ‘‘whichever 
is longer,’’ and indefinitely thereafter subject to 
termination on 30 days’ notice. The respondents 
again recognized ‘‘the principle of the closed shop,”’ 
and agreed that all persons hired after the execu- 
tion of the agreement would have to become and re- 
main members of CEA, and authorize the check-off 
of their union dues, ‘‘as a condition of continuous 
employment.’’ Check-off arrangements for per- 
sons emploved prior to the execution of the agree- 
ment were to continue on a ‘‘voluntary’’ basis. It 
was also expressly agreed that CEA might use the 
cafeteria ‘‘for department and shift meetings.”’ 

c. The relationship between the respondents and 
CEA after the Board-ordered election. 

In the spring of 1948, shortly after the Board- 
ordered election already noted, Caffarel, who was 
then president of CEA, saw James H. Cannon in 
the office of the latter. Cannon notified Caffarel 
that he did not approve of the retainer of Joseph 
Lewis as CEA attorney, since the fees for this setv- 
ice were being paid by the employees. At the next 
CEA board meeting, Business Agent Richard 
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Franklin *” and John Gibson, a member of the 
board, sponsored a move to dismiss Lewis and the 
board approved the motion. 

On May 26, 1943, the executive board of the UE 
local which had been organized at the respondent’s 
plant distributed an open letter to the employees 
reaffirming their intention not to ‘‘join’’?’ CEA. 
The charges made by several members of CEA as a 
result of this action led to a formal hearing by that 
organization, which the UE supporters did not 
attend. On June 12, 1943, five of the eight em- 
ployees who had signed the open letter were advised 
that they had been discharged at the request of 
CEA. Two other employees who had not been in- 
volved in the circulation of the open letter were dis- 
charged on the same date.* 

In the fall of the year, according to Rachel Mc- 
Burnie, the shop stewards of CEA on her shift 
held a meeting in the plant cafeteria on company 
time, at which she was elected Chief Steward for 
that shift. She lost no pay for the time consumed 
by the meeting.” Thereafter, in May 1944, she was 


“The cireumstances under which Franklin 
achieved this position, are set forth below. 


* Louis ‘ournie, who was named in the complaint 
as the eighth person discharged on this date, ap- 
pears to have resigned his employment voluntarily 
on June 18. 


“ Although there is no evidence that supervisory 
employees of the respondents were aware of the 
meeting in question, it is clear that meetings of the 
CHA executive board on company time and prop- 
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a successful candidate for the board of directors of 
CEA. Shortly before she was sworn in, John Gib- 
son, then president of CEA, took her to see Robert 
Cannon. In the course of a general conversation 
about her new position, Gibson inquired if she had 
been elected to vote for the ouster of Richard 
Franklin as business agent. Despite her denial, 
Robert Cannon interposed the comment that the 
Jorporation and CEA got on well together, and 
that Franklin had made a good business agent. 


On the following day the newly elected board of 
directors held its first meeting. One of the new 
directors proposed a motion for the ouster of 
Franklin, which carried by a vote of four to three. 
Gibson refused to accept the vote, however, and 
called for a referendum by the membership. <AI- 
though the election which followed was originally 
planned as a referendum on the ouster of Franklin, 
the ballots stated the issue as a choice between the 
retention of Franklin and Gibson, or MceBurnie and 
the other directors who had voted for the ouster. 
Gibson and Franklin received a vote of confidence 
by the mareim of 384 to 380 votes. 

McBurnie testified credibly, and we find, that the 
election was held in the plant cafeteria fron, 7-00 
a.m. to 8:30 p. m., the ballot box being guarded by 
an employee and one of the respondent’s guards, 


erty were permitted by the respondents. At lease 
one such meeting was reported in the “CKA News.” 
No witness for the respondent demied that emplovees 
were paid for time spent in such meetings. See foot- 
note 35, infra. 
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who was wearing a business suit on that occasion. 
The votes were counted in the cafeteria, after which 
the guard and Cal Cannon, manager of the cafeteria, 
took the ballots into the cafeteria office.” 


The record establishes that the respondents at all 
times permitted employee representatives of CEA 
to attend to the affairs of that organization on com- 
pany time, without loss of pay. Caffarel, who had 
several offices in CEA, testified eredibly he had 
often left the plant on business for that organiza- 
tion,” and that mectings of the CEA board were 


*” The testimony of McBurnie and other witnesses 
with respect to CEA elections establishes that some 
of the employees who spent time away from work 
because of the elections suffered no deduction in 
pay. On the occasion discussed above, MeBernie’s 
foreman gave her permission to attend the count, 
and she suffered no loss of pay as a result. Robert 
Cannon testified that the respondents permitted 
CEA to use the cafeteria for elections, and that 
these elections may have been held during working 
hours, but that it was not the intention of the re- 
spondents to pay employees for time spent away 
from work on election days. This testimony cannot 
be considered an express denial of the other evi- 
dence on this issne, and we find, in accordance with 
a preponderance of the evidence, that employees 
were paid for time spent away from work on these 
occasions, 


*° Caffarel was president of CHA from November, 
1942, to March, 1943. Shortly after his election to 
this office he received a ‘‘permanent’’ pass from 
Superintendent Hawkinson, which permitted him 
to enter and leave the plant at will. During his sub- 
sequent term as treasurer, from March to December, 
1943, he frequently transacted business at the bank 
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frequently held on company time. He stated that he 
was never aware of any deduction from his pay as 
a result of these absences from his work. John Gib- 
son, Who was elected president of the organization 
early in 1944, testified, and we find, that he had 
made arrangements through Superintendent Hawk- 
inson whereby he, as president of CEA, could take 
time off from work without loss of pay, to transact 
Ci-A business. This arrangement, which permitted 
him to absent himself for not more than 2 hours in 
any 1 day, was made in the latter part of 1944. 
Gibson testified credibly that he handled CEA busi- 
ness dusving working hours 4 or 5 days per week; 
that he always secured the permission of his fore- 
man to leave the plant, but never clocked out; and 
that this practice was followed by the other officers 
as well, until the organization was disbanded under 
circumstances heremafter noted, in April 1945. Gib- 
son contended that the practice described was sanc- 
tioned by Section X of the agreement of Mav 5, 
1943. The section cited, however, merely allows 
members of the CEA hoard of directors and busi- 
ness agents to appear on company property or leave 
it during working hours whenever such action is 
required by the business of the Association. There 
appears to he no warrant in the section cited for 
paying emplovees at regular rates of pay for time 
spent away from work, and we find that these a 


for CEA, without loss of pay. According to QGaf- 
farel, his foreman was always advised when he left 
work for this reason. Caffarel’s testimony is ered- 
ited. 
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rangements were made pursuant to agreements 
arrived at independently of the contractual pro- 
vision cited.” 

Factional differences within CHA, related gen- 
erally to those already mentioned, ultimately Jed to 
several additional discharges in 1944. After a for- 
mal hearing on July 15 and 22, 1944, Florence 
Maynard and Herbert Caffarel were expelled from 
CEA for “spreading false reports.”” On July 29, 
1944, Maynard and Caffarel were informed that 
CEA had demanded their discharge. Shortly there- 
after, on August 4, 1944, the original charges in 
this consolidated proceeding were filed by the [AM, 
acting on behalf of the two dischargees.* On Janu- 
ary 16, 1945, UE filed charges alleging that the re- 
spondents had violated Sections 8 (1), (2), and (3) 
of the Act. 


* Robert Cannon, admitting that officers of the 
CEA had frequently absented themselves from work 
under these circumstances, testified that absence 
from work without loss of pay was permitted by 
the contract only for grievance committee members 
working on grievances of which the respondents 
had been officially notified. No clause of the agree- 
ment was cited in support of this view. See Metal 
Mouldings Corporation, 39 N.L.R.B. 107, 117-118, 
enforced (C. C. A. 6), April 6, 1943, unreported. 


*'The charges were subsequently amended to al- 
lege that Louis LaGuerre Drouet had been discrin- 
inatorily discharged on April 15, 1944. The cireum- 
stances of Drouet’s dismissal will be discussed 
hereinafter. 
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In identical letters dated Mareh 16 and April 
4, 1945, CHA notified the respondents that its mem- 
bers had voted, on March 13, to become members 
of the Mechanics Educational Society of America, 
Local 75, and that the latter organization had be- 
come the exclusive bargaining agent for the em- 
plovees of the respondents. The letters stated that 
CEA had been dissolved by its board of directors, 
requested that the current dues check be made pay- 
able to M.E.S.A.,° and asked the respondents to 
meet the officers of Local 75 to negotiate a new 
agreement. The respondents met with the officers 
of M.Ih.S.A. as suggested, and executed a new agree- 
ment on April 10, 1945.°° On April 23, however, 
Matt Smith, National Secretary of M.H.S.A., wired 
the Company that the contract was cancelled. The 


* Robert Cannon testified without contradiction, 
and we find, that Don Schloeder, then secretary of 
CEA, had asked the respondents to check off dues 
for the month of March in the usual fashion and 
remit a check for the amount involved to M.E.S.A. 
The dues for the respondents’ employees had al- 
ready been checked off, but the respondents have 
withheld the sum involved, and Cannon stated that 
it would be refunded to the employees, if this had 
not been done alveady as of the date of the hearime. 
James HH. Cannon, who confirmed this statement, 
added that he did not know whether the employees 
have been told about the refund. 


“This contract was to be effective for a period of 
1 year. It contained no 30-day termination clause, 
but provided that it might be renewed for Ll year 
hv mutual consent. 
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telegram was read over the public address system 
and copies were posted on the bulletin boards in 
the plant. James H. Cannon testified that he had 
been advised CIA was no longer active but that 
he had received no official notice of its dissolution ; 
and counsel for the respondents stated that the 
organization was taking steps to dissolve, but that 
the process had not been completed.” The respond- 
ents have made no public statement about the pres- 
ent status of their contract with CEA, and Robert 
Cannon testified that the respondents are actually 
unable to determine whether they now have one 
contract, two contracts, or none. 


CONCLUSION FINDINGS 


1. The effect of the earlier Board proceedings 

The respondents moved at the hearing to dismiss 
the consolidated complaint upon the ground that all 
the issues involved in this proceeding as to com- 
pany domination, coercion of employees, and dis- 
charges ‘“‘have heretofore been heard and deter- 
mined by the Board,”’ and upon the further and re- 
lated ground that all the facts upon which the pres- 
ent proceeding is based were known to the Board 
and the charging unions at the time of the two 
elections already noted. In effect, the respondents 
contend that the action of this Board in the earlier 
proceedings, and the disposition made of objec- 


* Robert Cannon stated that the respondents had 
received a statement of dissolution from CEA, and 
a copy of the notice sent by that organization to the 
State Corporation Commissioner. 
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tions to the elections and incidental unfair labor 
practice charges filed, precludes the present consid- 
eration of events which preceded the most recent 
certification of CEA. 

A contention of this nature, although couched 
in terms of estoppel and res judicata, is addressed 
essentially to the administrative discretion of the 
Board, for it 1s well settled that representation pro- 
ceedings, whether or not they culminate in the certi- 
fication of a bargaining representative, neither estop 
the Board from subsequently proceeding with re- 
spect to charges of unfair labor practices alleged 
to have occurred prior thereto, nor are res judicata 
of such charges. * It is equally clear that the failure 
of the Regional Director to act affirmatively on the 
objections of UE in the two election cases or to issue 
a complaint upon the charges later filed, cannot 
serve to preclude the Board from a consideration 
of the respondents’ antecedent conduct. Non-action 


* Wallace Couporation v.NvL. RB. 323 Wises 
affirming Ml F. (2d) 87 (C. C. A. £), enforcing 3% 
NLRB. 138: see also Warehousemen’s Union, Lo- 
eal 1G v. NLR. 121 FF. (2d) Sh, .e2Sse Gai 
iP. :) cort, denied 314 U. 8. 674; Utah Copper 
ogee . No RwB. 129 If. 2d) TSS. 701s 

LOS Core ‘denicd | pe? US. ie N.1.R.B. v. Swag 
& Company, 127 F. (2d) 30, 31 (CL Cy Ree 
N.L.RB.B. v. Standard Oil Company 142 F. (2d) 676 
(C. CL AL 6), enforcing with modifications 47 
ae. LT, cert. demied 65 8S. Ct. 427; Nel Tae 
Stone cl I", (2d) 152, 756-757 (C. C. &.97) ae 
ate 7 U.S. 649. Cf. N.L.R.B. x. Sun Ships 
mnie ie Dix Doek Co. 185 F. (2d) 15) TSiae 
CEC Ae 3). 


Cannon Manufacturing Corp., et al. 57 


by the Regional Director provides no indication 
of a ruling upon the merits.” 

In considering the respondent’s plea to our dis- 
cretion in the instant case, however, we are mindful 
of the fact that our earlier certification of CHA was 
accompanied by the administrative dismissal of un- 
fair labor practice charges involving that organiza- 
tion. If, thereafter, the respondents had not engaged 
in further unfair labor practices, or had engaged 
merely in isolated acts of assistance, the combina- 
tion of a certification and the administrative dis- 
missal of charges might well have convinced us 
that sound administrative practice required us to 
disregard the antecedent conduct of the respondents, 
and to base our findings in the present case entirely 
upon the events which followed the certification.” 
The record establishes, however, that the respond- 


Neb. v. 'L. W. Philips Gas and Oi Com- 
Poa, (2d) 329 (C. C. A. 3); N.LB.B. v. 
Baltimore Transit Co., 140 F. (2d) 51 (C. C. A. 4); 
Republic Steel Corporation, 62 N.L.R.B. 1008; 
Standard Oil Company, et al., 43 N.L.R.B. 12; Sus- 
sex Dye and Paint Works, 34 N.L.R.B. 625; In- 
eram Manufacturing Company, 5 N.L.R.B. 908. 


“See Shenandoah-Dives Mining Company, N. Ll. 
Bw beess; Godehaux Sugars, Inc., 12 N.LRB. 568; 
Hope Webbing Company, 14 N.L.R.B. 55; Wick- 
wire Brothers, 16 N.L.R.B. 316; Stromberg Carlson 
Telephone Manufacturing Company, 18 N.L.R.B. 
926; Corn Products Refining Company, 23 N.L.R.B. 
824; Tulsa Boiler and Machinery Company, 23 
N.L.R.B. 846; American Bakeries Company, 51 
eleva oo; Ci. Interlake Iron Corp., 33 N.L.RB. 


613. 
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ents, after the certification, continued to engage 
in unfair labor practices which constituted a con- 
tinuation or resumption of the unfair labor prac- 
tices that preceded the Board action relied upon by 
the respondents as a bar. It 1s clear, and we find, as 
discussed more fully below, that the respondents, 
followmeg the Board certification in 1948, continued 
inproperly to interfere with the administration of 
CEA and to contribute support thereto. We are 
particularly impressed, in this connection, with such 
indicia of support as the freedom permitted CEA 
in holding director’s meetings and elections on com- 
pany time and property, and the permission given 
emplovee officers of that organization to transact 
CEA business on company time without loss of pay. 
Such conduct on part of the respondents reveals a 
settled purpose to prevent CEA from hecoming a 
truly independent representative of the employees, 
and to render it incapable of engaging in the free 
collective bargaining contemplated by the Act. We 
find that the unfair labor practices of the respond- 
ents subsequent to our 1948 certification are such 
as to require an examination of the respondents’ 
entire course of conduct, and the entire history of 
their relationship with CIA, in order to effectuate 
the purposes of the Act, to determine an appro- 
priate remedy, and thereby to protect employees 
from unfair labor practices.” 


“Tn cases involving settlements of unfair labor 
practice charges approved by Board agents, or con- 
sent election agreements intended to settle prior 
charges, this Board has consistently held that it will 
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We therefore find the motion of the respondents 
for dismissal of the consolidated proceeding to be 
without merit, and it is hereby denied. 


disregard such agreements and consider the em- 
ployer’s entire course of conduct, both before and 
after execution of the agreement, where subsequent 
events show that the settlement or other adjustment 
is not accomplishing its mtended purpose because 
the employer has violated or continues to violate the 
Act after signing the agreement: Ingram Manufac- 
turing Company, 5 5 NLRB. 908; Picker X-Ray 
Corporation, Waite Manufacturine Division, Ine., 
12 N.L.R.B. 13884; Chambers Corporation, 21 
N.L.R.B. 808; Ohio Valley Bus Company, 38 N. L. 

Tt... 838 ; Sun Shipbuilding and Drydock Company, 
oo N, LBB. 234; Gilfillan Brothers, Inc., 53 N. 1. 

R. B. 574; ale on Pr oducts, Ine., 64 N. L.R.B 3., No. 
226. See also McKesson and Robbins, Inv.) ae a, 
19 N.L.R.G. 778; affirmed 121 F. (2d) 84, 92-94 
(App. D. C.) cert. den. 314 U.S. 674; Wilson & Co., 
Ine., 31 N.L.R.B. 440, enforced 126 F. (2d) 114 
(C. C. A. 7) cert. den. 316 U. S. 699; Hicks we 
Company, 33 N.L.R.B. 858; Norman H. Stone, et 

ahed/bya). H. Stone and Sons, Do Nik alee AOIes 
affirmed 125 F. (2d) Wa2zaoG- 157 (C. C. A. 7), cert. 
den. 317 U.S. 649; Pe Foyielail! eo leben a Corporation, 
42 N.L.R.B. ie Utah Copper Company, et al., 47 
Ne Rae 757 ; affirmed 139 FE. om 788, 791 ah G 
A. 10), ot den, se lmemion 151); Locomotive Fin- 
ished Material Comene 2 D2 NLR. B. 922; Ameri- 
ean Needlecraft, Inc., 59 N.L.R.B. 1384; Pacific 
Manifolding Book Co., Inc., et al., 64 N.L.R.B., No. 
211. Our practice in this respeet has been recog- 
nized by the courts as a practice properly within 
the sphere of the Board’s administrative diseretion. 
See Wallace Corporation v. N.L.R.B., supra, at pp. 
241-242; Canyon Corporation v. N.L.R.B. 128 F. 
(2d) 953, 955-956 (C. C. A. 8); N.L.R.B. v. Hawk 
andere. Co., Inc. 120 F. (2d) 903, 905 (C. C, 
Ae 
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2. The domination and support of employee orga- 
nizations, the accompanying interference, re- 
straint, and coercion. 


Upon the entire record, as summarized herein, 
we find that the respondents have continuously dis- 
played an attitude of opposition to the self-organi- 
zation of their employees, from the date of the 
earhest efforts made in that direction to the date 
of the hearing in the instant case. Before the exe- 
cution of the contract with the TAM in 1938, James 
H. Cannon openly displayed his hostility to that or- 
ganization, and Superintendent Cromwell attempted 
surveillance of organizational meetings. In 1941, 
shortly after UE initiated its campaign among the 
respondents’ employees, James H. Cannon suggested 
the formation of the Contact Committee, a labor 
organization which, as we have found above, was 
dominated, interfered with and supported by the 
respondents. With respect to the Cannon Employees 
Recreation Association and CEA, it is clear. and we 
find, that CEA was the successor of CISRA, that 
both organizations received assistance from the re- 
spondents in the course of their formation, and 
that the respondents continued to interfere with 
the administration of CEA and to support that 
organization throughout the entire period in which 
it was active as the representative of their em- 
ployees. 

At the very outset of Mandella’s efforts to orga- 
nize CERA, he received the active support of Su- 
perintendent Cromwell, who advised Employee Al- 
vin George that the organization would be a *‘com- 
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pany union’ and urged him to join. The first, and 
only, election of officers in CERA was held on com- 
pany time and property, with the apparent acqui- 
escence of Superintendent Cromwell. Subsequent 
meetings of its board of directors were attended 
by an attorney who later became the attorney for 
CEA. Representatives of the organization openly 
solicited members among the employees of the re- 
spondents without restriction as to time or place. 
The record contains no indication that CERA ever 
functioned as a recreational or athletic club, but 
is replete with statements by Ned Mandella to the 
effect that it had been organized with the knowledge 
and consent of management as the forerunner of a 
labor organization designed ‘‘to keep out the CIO.”’ 


That organization, the Cannon Employees Asso- 
ciation, was formed on February 28, 1941, and took 
over the membership of the CERA in April of that 
year, when the latter organization voted to change 
its name and to continue operations under the char- 
ter previously secured for CEA. With two excep- 
tions, the officers of CERA retained their position 
in the new organization without further election. 
Membership solicitation on behalf of CHA con- 
tinued to occur on company time and property with 
the knowledge and acquiescence of management of- 
ficials and foremen,** CERA membership cards be- 


* We have found herein that leadmen were active 
on behalf of CEA. However, in view of our other 
findings, summarized herein, as to the knowledge 
of responsible management representatives with 
respect to the aims and activities of CEA, we find 
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ing distributed to new members until July 1941. 
This brief recital leaves no doubt as to the line of 
successorship between CERA and CIA. The fact 
that the former organization never functioned as a 
labor organization during its brief existence is im- 
material, when the record clearly discloses the in- 
tention of all parties to use the ostensible objectives 
of CERA merely to mask the development of a 
rival of UE for the allegiance of the respondent's 
employees. 

The intention of the respondents is clearly re- 
vealed in the series of ‘‘open letters’’ from James 
H. Cannon which were distributed to the employees 
as the contest betwen UE and CEA developed in 
the summer of 1941. Although it is true that these 
letters contained no overt expressions of preference 
for CEA, Cannon’s open hostility to UI, and the 
fact that this organization was singled out for per- 
sistent attack, provided a clear indication of his 
desires with respect to self-organization of the em- 


it unnecessary to pass upon the question of the re- 
spondents’ liability for the acts of leadmen. Cf. 
Mississippi Valley Structural Steel Company, 64 
N.L.R.B., No. 16. Thus, General Superintendent 
Hawkinson, who was tool room foreman during 
1941, testified that he had requested Superintendent 
Cromwell to transfer Mandella to another depart- 
ment because the latter spent too much time on ac- 
tivities outside his regular duties. Hawkinson de- 
nied that he had been aware of the exaet nature of 
Mandella’s activities. However, whether Hawkin- 
son’s denial is credited or rejected, it is clear that 
Superintendent Cromwell was fully informed on 
the matter in issue. 


Cannon Manufacturing Corp., ct al. 63 


ployees. The respondents now contend that the opin- 
ions expressed in these letters, and the manner of 
their expression, represent a privileged exercise of 
the rights of free speech guaranteed by the First 
Amendment to the Constitution. We find this con- 
tention to he without merit. The statements already 
cited, and others of similar tenor contained in the 
release of the respondents, represent a campaign 
obviously designed to convince the employees that 
their best interests would be served by allegiance 
to the ‘‘inside”’ organization which had been con- 
ceived with the blessing of the respondents and 
nurtured with their support. We find that the open 
letters of June 3, June 11 and June 25, and July 
3, 1941, together with the concurrent series of let- 
ters urging employee support of the Contact Com- 
mittee, considered in their totality and in connec- 
tion with other conduct expressed herein, exceeded 
the bounds of permissible free expression, and 
formed an integral part of a coercive course of 
conduct calculated to interfere with, restrain, and 
intimidate employees in the exercise of their right 
to self-organization. 

Further evidence of the respondents’ position in 
the contest between UE and CEA is found in the 
conduct of its supervisory officials under the ‘‘no- 
solicitation’? rule promulgated in August 1941. 
While the rule may have been adopted to deal with 
the ‘‘situation’’ created by the pre-election activ- 
ities of these two organizations, the evidence estab- 
lishes that its application was discriminatory. Sev- 
eral employees who had solicited for CEA on com- 
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pany time and property testified that their activ- 
ities had not been observed or overheard by fore- 
men. It 1s clear, however, from the testimony of 
George and Monjar, that responsible supervisory 
officials of the respondents were fully aware of these 
activities by CEA adherents, and that no effective 
measures were taken to enforee the rule as to 
them.” In Wiley’s case, however, the superintendent 
acted with a promptitude which indicated clearly 
his intention to enforce the rule against adherents 
of UE. Countervailing evidence tending to show im- 
partial enforcement of the rule has not been offered 
by the respondents. CEA lhterature posted on the 
Corporation’s time clock in full view of a plant 
euard was permitted to remain undisturbed in the 
days immediately preceding the election of Sep- 
tember 9, 1941, while the efforts of UE to achieve 
comparable distribution of its appeal my means of 
a sound truck appear to have been effectively 
‘“jammed’’ by blasts of sound from loud speakers 
on the roof of the respondents’ plant. By this and 
other means noted herein, the respondents con- 
tinued to oppose UE and thereby contributed effec- 
tive support to CEA up to the very date of the 
election. 

Within a month of the election, after a short pe- 
riod of negotiation, the respondents executed their 
first agreement with CEA. We regard it as partic- 
ularly significant that this agreement provided for 


“In this connection, we note particularly the 
statements of Plant Superintendent Cromwell and 
Foreman Glenn McClung. 
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a union shop, despite the previous public announce- 
ment of James H. Cannon that he would make no 
such agreement with an ‘‘outside’’ organization. 
There is no evidence that the respondents opposed 
the inclusion of a union security clause in their 
agreement with CHA, and we find that the existence 
of this provision was intended to, and did, provide 
a readily available and superficially plausible means 
for disposing of employees who were disinclined 
to accept the bargaining agent foisted upon them 
‘by the respondents. 

The discharges of George and Armant, discussed 
more fully hereinafter, the active participation of 
Superintendent Cromwell and Foreman Drouet 
therein, and the discriminatory treatment of Mon- 
jar gave additional support to CEA during the term 
of its initial contract. 

When UE renewed its organization campaign in 
1942, James H. Cannon renewed his attacks on the 
organization, vilified its leadership, and praised 
CEA. We find that the open letters of May 29, 
June 19, November 3, and November 11, 1942, dis- 
tributed by the respondents were intended to, and 
did, constitute an open espousal of CEA as the bar- 
gaining representative of the employees. In the 
context of their earlier activities, the assistance 
given to the Contact Committee, CERA, and CEA, 
and the discharges previously made, we find that 
the open partisanship of the respondents in the face 
of a pending question of representation constituted 
illegal intervention in the determination of that 
question, interfered with, restrained, and coerced 
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the employees, and contributed effective support to 
the organization chosen by the respondents as their 
candidate in the anticipated election. 

The close relationship between the respondents 
and CEA did not cease after the Board election. 
The respondents continued, as before, to pernnt 
CEA elections on company time and property with- 
out taking adequate steps to prevent employees in- 
volved therein from receiving pay for time spent 
from work on business related to the election. The 
CEA board of directors was also permitted to hold 
meetings on company time and property. On two 
occasions set forth above, the Cannons intervened 
to influence the action of the CEA board of direc- 
tors on matters related to the internal affairs of 
that organization. Officers of CEA were expressly 
permitted freedom of movement on the respondents’ 
premises during working hours for the discharge 
of union business, without deduction from their 
pay, despite the absence of any contractual provi- 
sion for such arrangements. The totality of the con- 
duct summarized herein as occurring after the 
Board-ordered election constitutes, as previously 
noted, a ‘‘continuation of resumption’’ of the re- 
spondents earlier unfair labor practices. 

Upon the record as a whole, we find that the re- 
spondents, by the course of conduct described above, 
have, since on or about January 1, 1941, dominated 
and interfered with the formation of CERA and 
the Canon Employees Association, imterfered 
with the administration of the Cannon [Kmployees 
Association and contributed financial aid and sup- 
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port thereto, and have interfered with, restrained, 
and coerced their employees in the exercise of the 
rights guaranteed in Section 7 of the Act. 


C. The Discharges 
Gus Palm. 


Louis LaGuerre Drouet testified that on one occa- 
sion in the fall of 1941, when he discussed the 
‘union situation’? with Superintendent Cromwell 
in the presence of Howard Jorgensen, secretary of 
the latter, Cromwell said that he was ‘“‘laying’’ for 
Gus Palm and had Jorgensen watching him. Ac- 
cording to Drouet, Cromwell cited the company rule 
forbidding workers to wash up before the end of 
their shift, and stated that he intended to apply the 
rule to all UE supporters. Shortly after Palm’s 
discharge, on December 5, 1941, Cromwell is re- 
ported to have told Drouet that he had been able to 
dismiss Palm for a violation of the aforesaid rule, 
and expected to get rid of other UE adherents in 
the same fashion. The record contains no indication 
that Palm was discharged after any formal request 
by CEA, or that the provisions of the existing agree- 
ment with respect to discharges had any bearing 
on his dismissal. 


Drouet’s testimony in this connection, however, 
stands without corroboration in the record. For the 


"he complaint alleges that Palm was dismissed 
on December 5, 1942, but the record shows that the 
discharge occurred in 1941. The date of the dis- 
charge is properly set forth in the amended charges 
of UE. 
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reasons previously cited, we find it to be unworthy 
of credence. On these grounds, and for the further 
reason that all available testimony with respect to 
Palm's discharge rests upon uncorroborated hearsay, 
we make no finding that the termination of his em- 
ployment was discriminatory. 


Alvin L. George. 


The testimony of George with respect to his dis- 
charge, and the events which preceded it, 1s corro- 
hated by two witnesses, and stands substantially un- 
challenged by the respondents. We find it to be 
credible. In substance, the evidence establishes that 
George, who had been employed by the company in 
1938, joined UE early in 1941. Together with Ivan 
Jensen, a fellow emplovee, he made a radio speech in 
support of its campaign at the respondents’ plant on 
August 26 of that year. Three or four days later he 
and Jensen were dismissed by Ray Cromwell *‘for 
making the radio broadeast.’’ On the folowing Sun- 
day, UE members at the plant voted to strike in pro- 
test against the discharge of George, Jensen, and sey- 
eral other UE stewards. 


The strike lasted 1 day, and was settled by an 
agreement to restore the status quo pending a con- 
sent election and arbitration of the discharges as 
alveady noted. George and Jensen returned to work, 
and the arbitration hearing agreed upon as part of 
the settlement was held 1 week later. The arbitrators 
ordered George, Jensen, and another employee to 
apologize to James H. Cannon for statements they 
had made about him, and placed all three on pro- 
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bation for 45 days. This award was accepted by 
the employees.” 

Shortly after the execution of the first agreement 
between the respondents and CHA, George was di- 
rected by Cromwell to join the newly recognized 
organization. He, and several other employees who 
had received similar instructions, joined.’ On an 
unspecified date in January, 1942, while at lunch 
in the plant cafeteria, George was questioned by 
Cromwell regarding his opinion of Harry Bridges 
and another leader of the CIO. George testified 
credibly and without contradiction that he expressed 
a favorable opinion, and that Cromwell ‘‘got mad 
and said we would all get our heads cut off some 
day.’’ Sometime thereafter, in February, 1942, John 
Gibsen, then chairman of the CEA grievance com- 
mittee, told George about an alleged ‘‘plot’’ that 
officials of CEA were concocting to request the dis- 
charge of Elsie Monjar, another UE supporter. 
George communicated this information to Monjar. 


” George stated, and we find, that Cromwell, upon 
being advised of the award, remarked that he would 
‘‘oet’? George before the 45 days had passed. 


“George testified, without corroboration, that Rob- 
ert Cannon was present in the offices of CEA at the 
time that he applied for membership, and thereby 
lent the weight of his endorsement to the organiza- 
tional efforts of CEA. Cannon admitted a visit to 
the offices of CEA but denied that he had gone there 
to assist the organization, and further denied that 
he had been present when George’s application was 
considered. We make no finding herein that Can- 
non's visit to the offices of CEA constituted support 
to that organization. 
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Within a few days, Monjar was called away from 
her work by Andrew Bereznak, vice-president of 
CEA, and Peter Vitale, a member of its board of 
directors. They took her to Superintendent Crom- 
well’s office and accused her, in the presence of 
Cromwell and his secretary; of spreading false 
rumors with respect to her allegedly imminent dis- 
charge. Cromwell questioned her about the accusa- 
tion and she identified George as the source of the 
report. George was called in and questioned by 
Cromwell. He demanded a hearing, and was told 
that one would be held on the following day. 


At the hearing, which was held in the plant con- 
ference room, Monjar testified before Plant Super- 
intendent Cromwell and the CEA board of direc- 
tors regarding her conversation with George. He 
was thereupon formally charged with a violation 
of the CEA bylaws and questioned with respect to 
the conversation. His identification of Gibson as the 
source of the report was demed by Gibson and the 
hearing was closed. Within a week he was dismissed 
by Cromwell, ‘‘for spreading false rumors.’’ He has 
not been employed by the respondents since March 
4, 1942." 


"The published rules of the Corporation state 
that the ‘‘spreading of false reports’? shall be con- 
sidered a cause for discharge, and the by-laws of 
CEA provide, in substantially similar language, For 
the expulsion of members guilty of such conduct. 
The record, however, does not show whether George 
was dismissed upon the request of CHA, or pur- 
suant to the published mle of the Corporation. 
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It is clear that the ‘‘hearing’”’ which was accorded 
George cannot be considered a formal trial. In any 
event, the record contains no evidence that he was 
expelled from CEA hecause of the charges presented 
at this meeting, and there is no indication that 
CHA requested his dismissal. We conclude, there- 
fore, that George was discharged by the Corpora- 
tion for an alleged violation of its published rule 
against the ‘‘spreading of false reports.’’ While 
the promulgation and enforcement of a rule such 
as the one now under discussion appears to be 
within the permissible limits of managerial discre- 
tion, we find it unnecessary to pass upon this ques- 
tion. The application of the rule to George, we find, 
was intended to inhibit concerted activity on behalf 
of UE, and to support CEA thereby. In effect, the 
rule of the respondents was discriminatorily ap- 
plied to terminate the employment of a UE ad- 
herent, on a pretext supplied by CEA, and in con- 
formity with the obvious desires of that organi- 
zation. 


We find that Alvin L. George was discharged on 
March 4, 1942, and was thereafter refused rein- 
statement because he had joined and assisted UE, 
and because he had engaged in concerted activity 
with other employees for mutual aid and protec- 
tion; that his discharge constituted discrimination 
in regard to his tenure of employment; and that 
by his discharge the respondents discouraged mem- 
bership in UE, encouraged membership in CHA, 
and interfered with, restrained, and coerced their 
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employees in the exercise of the rights guaranteed 
them in Section 7 of the Act. 

Clarence Joseph Armant.” 

Armant became an employee of the Corporation 
in May 1941. He jomed UE shortly thereafter, be- 
came a shop steward, and campaigned actively for 
the organization prior to the consent election of 
1941. He continued to act as a shop steward for UE 
after the election, but became a member of CEA 
shortly before that organization secured its contract 
with the respondents.” 

In July of the following year Armant and Har- 
mon Fellows, another UE steward, submitted evi- 
dence to the resident Army inspector which indi- 
cated that certain employees of the respondents 
had been required to pay fees to private employ- 
ment agencies in order to secure jobs with the re- 


* The recital which follows is based largely upon 
the testimony of Armant. Counsel for the respondent 
attempted to impeach his credibility by securing anu 
admission that he had used another name many 
years before, while living in New Orleans. His use 
of the fictitious name, however, was satisfactorily 
explained by the witness, as a means of enabling 
him to engage in professional boxing without the 
knowledge of his family. In view of the fact that 
his testimony was substantially corroborated in sev- 
eral respects by a witness for the Board and several 
supervisory officials of the respondent, we find it to 
be entitled to full faith and credit. 


* Armnant testified that Foreman Glen McClung 
told him not to wear his UE steward’s badge after 
the election, and advised him to join CEA, before 
he actually did so. 
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spondents. Their presence in the inspector’s office 
was observed by an officer of CEA. Within a few 
days both men received identical letters from CKhA 
requesting them to appear before its board of di- 
rectors ‘‘due to unpleasant circumstances which 
have arisen.’’ On August 7, 1942, the date set for the 
meeting, Armant appeared at the office of CIHA. 
New Mandella read the charges against him, which 
referred specifically to the incident involving the 
Army inspector and also included a general accusa- 
tion that he had made ‘‘false statements’’ about 
CEA. Louis LaGuerre Drouet, a foreman, was then 
a member of the board of directors, and participated 
im the inquiry.” After some discussion, the board 
found him guilty of the charges and asked him to 
resign. Similar action was taken with respect to 
Fellows, but the men refused to relinquish their 
employment. 

On August 17, 1942, CEA demanded the discharge 
of Armant and Fellows, effective August 19. On or 
about the latter date Armant discovered that his 
time card had been pulled, and was advised by Ned 
Mandella that he had been discharged.” He imme- 
diately communicated with a UE representative, 
who referred the matter to the U. 8S. Conciliation 


* Drouet had been appointed General Service Su- 
pervisor on February 21, 1942. 


"The record indicates that Armant was dismissed 
on August 21, by H. J. Brady, operations manager 
for the respondents. Similar action with respect to 
Fellows appears to have been taken on the same 
date. 
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Service. About 2 weeks later, Armant and Fellows 
were remstated with back pay.” The two men re- 
turned to work on September 12, 1942. Within one- 
half hour of thei return, Boreznak and another 
member of the CEA board called the employees of 
Armant’s department to a meeting in the plant 
cafeteria. Mandella, who addressed the meeting, 
informed Plant Superintendent Hawkinson, when 
the latter arrived, that the employees would not re- 
turn to work as long as Armant and Fellows were 
in the plant. Robert Cannon, vice president and 
general manager of the Corporation, advised the 
employees that Armant would be sent home at once, 
and the respondents would ‘‘arbitrate”’ the question 
of his continued employment.” Hawkinson then ex- 
plained the situation to Armant and requested that 
he leave the plant. Armant refused. Within a few 
minutes he was called to Hawkinson’s office, where 
Robert Cannon explamed that he would be paid 
for all time off, and that is future status would 
he subject to arbitration. Armant insisted that he 
should be permitted to address the employees, but 
Cannon refused to permit him to do so, and finally 
ordered him from the plant. While these discus- 
sions were proceeding. the nght superintendent ex- 


“ Tn the meantime, on August 27, Armant had ap- 
peared on a radio program sponsored by Uli and 
had broadeast an account of his discharge. 


“The respondents made no deduction fron: the 
pay of the employees at the meeting for the time 
during which they had absented themselves from 
work. according to Superintendent Hawkinson. 
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plained the situation to Fellows, who left the plant 
without objection. 

When Armant and Fellows returned to the plant 
on September 15, 1942, they proceeded at once to 
the conference room where the promised hearing 
was to be held. James H. Cannon represented the 
respondent. A representative of CHA was present, 
together with a neighboring manufacturer.” The 
charges against Fellows were considered first. Ar- 
mant was then called in, and the charges against 
him were reviewed by James H. Cannon. Armant 
testified without contradiction, and we find, that the 
proceedings were quite a summary, that his at- 
tempts to present a defense were interrupted, and 
that he was not permitted to produce witnesses. 
The testimony of James JI. Cannon, however, indi- 
eates that the hearing was not an arbitration pro- 
ceeding. Section 29 of the contract between the re- 
spondents and CHA provided for the dismissal of 
employees expelled from the union, 1f the emplover 
did not dispute the propriety of such action. It is 
the contention of the respondents that the hearme 
accorded to Armant. and Fellows was held solely to 
afford Cannon an opportunity to review the charges 
against both men and to make up Ins mind as to the 
propriety of the action requested by the Union. 
Cannon did not concur in the request of CEA with 
respect to Fellows, who was ultimately reimstated, 
but he did concur with respect to Armant. The 


** Representatives of the U.S. Navy and the Con- 
ciliation Service were also present, apparently as 
ODSCTVeELS. 


76 National Labor Relations Board vs. 


latter received no official notice of termination, but 
was subsequently advised by the U. S. Conciliator 
that Cannon had agreed to discharge him. He has not 
been employed by the respondents since the hear- 
ime,” 

Since Armant was dismissed at the request of 
CihA, an organization dominated and supported by 
the respondents, and under the terms of its invalid 
agreement with the respondents, the discharge can- 
not be regarded as privileged. Discharges made at 
the request of a dominated organization necessarily 
discourage membership in bona fide labor umons 
and constitute the most potent form of encourage- 
ment and support to the organizations so doninated. 
Such discharges, therefore, clearly fall within the 
bar of the statute. We find that the discharge of 
Armant on September 15, 1942. and the later re- 
fusal of the respondents to reimstate him consti- 
tuted discrimination with respect to his tenure of 
employment to discourage membership in UE and 
encourage membership in CEA; and that the re- 
spondents, by such discharge, interfered with, re- 
strained, and coerced their employees in the exer- 


® Armant subsequently brought suit in the State 
courts, alleging that his expulsion from CEA and 
the subsequent discharge were improper. The Court 
mied that his expwsion from CEA was void for 
lack of **due process.” It was further found that 
the respondents had not conspired with CEA re- 
garding his expulsion and discharge; the suit was 
therefore dismissed as to the respondents. Armant 
thereafter sought reimstatement, but the Corpora- 
tion refused to rehire him. 
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cise of the mghts guaranteed them in Section 7 
of the Act. 

John Lawrence, Hvma A. Evenstad, Vivian Mary 
Sullivan, Monna Mounnette Nye, Louts Tournio, 
Ada Lish, Eloise Hunt, Clarence Wiham Young- 
bere, Jr. 

In January 1943, immediately before the Board- 
ordered election already noted, UE chartered a sepa- 
rate local for employees of the respondents. Al- 
though CEA was certified as a result of the clection, 
the UE local continued to exist. On May 26, 1943, 
shortly after execution of the second contract be- 
tween the respondents and CEA, the executive 
board of the UF local, published the open letter 
described above, reaffirming thei intention not to 
‘Join’? CEA. Within a few days each of the Ul 
members who had signed the letter were served with 
a formal complaint, which accused them of four dis- 
tinct violations of the CEA bylaws. Thev were also 
advised that they would cease to be members in 
good standing of CEA prior to the scheduled date 
of the hearing on the aforesaid charges, and that 
failure to cure their dues delinquency prior to the 
aetion .. . on thateseore, ©” 


be 


hearing would lead to 
On June 8, seven of the eight employees who had 


’” On June 6, 1943, CEA notified the Corporation 
that 10 named cmployees were delinquent in thei 
dues and demanded their discharge within 7 days. 
Seven of the emplovees named were members of the 
UE loeal’s executive board. There 1s no evidence 
with respect to the union activity of the other em- 
plovees named in the letter. 
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signed the original manifesto declared in a similar 
open letter that they would not attend the sched- 
uled hearing on that date, and on the following day 
the Corporation was advised by letter that the seven 
employees in question had been expelled from ChA 


for infractions of its bylaws.” The letter also 
stated that the dues delinquency of these idivid- 
uals constituted an additional cause for their ex- 
pulsion, and that three additional employees had 
been expelled fox the latter reason.” The organiza- 
tion requested that the employees named be dis- 
missed within 7 days as required by its contract with 
the respondents. On June 12, 1943, the Corporation 
pulled the time cards of the seven emplovees,” m 


accordance with this request. 


"These included Lawrence, Evenstad, Sullivan, 
Nye, Tournie, Youngberg, and Donald M. McClellan. 

"These in¢luded Lish, Hunt, and Bernard Mae 
key. 

“The record contaims no explanation for the fail- 
ure of the Corporation to pull the cards of MeClel- 
lan and Mackey, the two expelled employees who 
are not named in the complaint. It is assumed that 
they had adjusted their differences with CEA prior 
1) a i gle 

Daring the course of the hearing counsel for the 
respondents stipulated that the testimony of all 
eight alleged dischargees would be substantially 
identical with respect to the circumstances of thei 
separation from the respondents’ employ. A wit- 
ness for the respondent, however, testified subse- 
quently that the time eard of Louis Tourme shad 
not been puiled on June 12, and that he had in facet 
left the employ of the Corporation voluntanly on 
Aine 18. The witness testified that he had secured 
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Upon arriving at the plant on the date in ques- 
tion, Nye and Evenstad discovered that their time 
cards had been pulled. ‘Together with Youngberg, 
who had been advised of his dismissal while at 
work, they called upon Plant Superintendent Hawk- 
Inson, who gave each of them a discharge sh) 
which indicated that they had been discharged ‘as 
per agreement.’’ When Sullivan, who had been ab- 
sent on June 12, saw Hawkinson a few days later he 
informed her she had been discharged at the re- 
quest of CEA for signing the open letter of the 
UE executive board on May 26." 

None of the employees terminated on June 12 
has been employed by the respondents since that 
date. 

We find that the discharges now under ciscus- 
sion were effected upon the request of CEA, after 
the employees involved had been duly expelled from 
that organization, and under the terms of its con- 
tract with the respondents. Since we have found 


this information from the pay-roll records of the 
Corporation. Upon this state of the record it would 
appear that the prior stipulation was erroneous in- 
sofar as it involved Tournie. We eredit the records 
of the respondents in this connection and shall dis- 
miss the consolidated complaint insofar as it af- 
fects the employee in question. 


“There is some question in the record as to 
whether these dischargees were expelled from CEA 
for signing the open letter, or for thei admitted 
dues delinquency, and whether they were aware of 
the actual reason for their expulsion. In view of 
the determination proposed herein, there appears to 
he no necessity to resolve these questions. 
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that the contracting union lad been established and 
maintained by unfair labor practices. it follows that 
the contract on which the respondents relied was 
not protected under the terms of the proviso to 
Section & (3), and that discharges made pursuant 
to its terms, necessarily fall within the general 
prohibition of the Section. We find that the re- 
spondents discharged Joan Lawrence. [erma_ A. 
Kvenstad, Vivian Mary Sullivan, Monna Monnette 
Nye, Ada Lish, Eloise Hunt, and Clarence William 
Youngberg, Jr.. because of their activities on be- 
aalf of Ui and their opposition to and expulsion 
from CEA, and that, by such discharges the re- 
spondents diseriminated against them with respect 
to their tenure of employment to discourage mem- 
bership in UF and encourage membership in Ch, 
and interfered with, restrained, and coerced the 
discharegces and other employees in the exercise of 
the rights guaranteed them by the Act. 

Louis LaGuerre Drouet. 

This employee. who had been a janitor foreman 
in the employ of the Corporation prior to a period 
of service with the U. $. Navy. returned on Mebiv- 
ary 29, 1944. after his medical discharge. He was 
offered enyplovment ag a janitor leadman at his pre- 
vious rate of pay. and accepted the position. After 
14 months on the job. Drouet was discharged on 
April 15, 1944. 

Drouet testified, in substance, that he had used 
company typewriters and other equipment during 
working hours to cut stencils and issue mimeo- 
eraphed bulletins which urged the respondents” en- 
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ployees to join a CIO or AFL union rather than one 
which was company dominated. His supervisor, 
John Labash, is alleged to have found an imperfect 
copy of a previous bulletin; and Drouet stated that 
Labash confronted him as he was typing the stencil 
for a new bulletin and accused him of using com- 
pany equipment ‘‘to hurt the company.”’ Labash is 
also alleged to have accused Drouet of inefficiency 
and neglect of duty. Drouet testified that he was 
finally ejected from the premises by a guard on 
orders from Labash. He has not worked for the 
respondent since that date. 

As in the case of his testimony with respect to 
Palm’s discharge, Drouct’s testimony about the cir- 
cumstances under which his own employment was 
terminated stands without corrobation. For the rea- 
sons already noted, and in the absence of corroba- 
tive evidence, we find the record insufficient to sup- 
port a finding that the discharge of Drouet was 
diseriminatory. 

Florence Maynard and Herbert L. Caffarel. 

In November 1942, when Caffarel was elected to 
the CEA board and became president of the organi- 
zation, CEA secured the services of Richard Frank- 
lin as its publicity director; and in March of the 
following year he became the full-time business 
agent of the organization. At approximately the 
same time Florence Maynard was designated as 
president and Herbert Caffarel became its treasurer. 
In December 1943 John Gibson became president 
of the organization; Maynard was elected to a 
minor office; and Catfarel failed to secure reelection. 


&? Nalional Labor Relations Board vs. 


According to his testimony, he became convinced 
shortly thereafter that the policies of Gibson and 
Franklin were detrimental to the best mterests of 
the organization. In the CEA election which was 
held in the spring of 1944, he actively supported 
the candidacy of Rachel McBurniec for the board of 
directors, in the hope that she would support the 
faction which opposed Frankhn. The factional 
struggle and the referendum which followed have 
heen discussed above. Gabson and Franklin, as al- 
ready noted, received a vote of confidence. New 
elections were held shortly thereafter, and the mem- 
bers of the board who had opposed Gibson and 
Franklin were replaced by other emplovees. 

On June 29, 1944, Caffarel received a letter fiom 
Gibson” advising him that he had been accused of 
“spreading false reports” which were detrimental 
to the interests of CEA, and that he would he tried 
on these charges on July 1. 

He and several other defendants.“ cngaged coun- 
sel with the assistance of the TAM. At the first 
session of the trial board on July 1, counsel re= 
quested further particulars with respect to the 
charges. On July 10, 1944, the defendants received 
a formal complaint and notice of a further hearing 
to be held on July 15. As a result of the trial held 
on that date and July 22. Caffarel and Maynard 

~The letter was delivered to Caffarel in the office 
of Frank Enna, his foreman. 

“ Maynard, McBurnie, and two other emplowees 
formerly members of the CEA hoard had appar- 
ently received similar Jetters. 
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were expelled from membership in CEA, and the 
other defendants were exonerated. On July 24, 1944, 
CEA formally requested the dismissal of Maynard 
and Caffarel, and on July 29 the respondents com- 
phed.” 

As in the case of the 1943 discharges already dis- 
cussed, it appears upon the record, and we find, that 
Maynard and Caffarel were discharged at the re- 
quest of CEA, after they had been duly expelled 
from that organization, and under the tems of its 
contract with the respondents. For the reasons pre- 
viously noted in connection with the discharge of 
Joan Lawrence and the other employees dismissed 
simultaneously with her, we find that the aforesaid 
discharge of Maynard and Caffarel constituted dis- 
crimination with respect to the tenure of their em- 
ployment, encouraged membership in CEA, and in- 
terfered with, restrained, and coerced the dis- 
chargees and other employees in the exercise of the 
rights guaranteed them by Section 7 of the Act. 


H7 


While proceedings before the trial board were 
pending, Maynard published an open letter protest- 
ing the action taken by CEA, and stated, inter alia, 
that her resignation had already been tendered to 
the Corporation for other reasons. There is no evi- 
dence to indicate that Maynard did, in fact, resign. 
At the time of the hearing Maynard was a member 
of the WAC and was not called as a witness. Cat- 
farel testified, and we find, that he and Maynard 
received their final checks at the same time, and that 
both were advised by the personnel director that the 
Corporation had to dismiss them because of a re- 
quest by CEA, following their expulsion from that 
organization. 
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LV. Vhe effcet of the unfair lable prietiees arpom 
COMMITEE, 


The activities of the respondents set forth in See- 
tion TTT. above, oceurrine in connection with the 
operations of the respondents described im Section 
1. above, have a close, intimate, and substantial re- 
lation to trade, traffic, and commerce among the 
several States, tend to lead, and in this instance 
have led, to labor disputes burdening and obstruct- 
ing commerce and the free flow of commerce. 


V. The remedy 


since we find that the respondents have engaged 
In certain unfair labor practices, we shall order that 
the respondents cease and desist therefrom and 
take certain affirmative action designed to effectuate 
the poheies of the Act. 

It has been found that the respondents dominated, 
interfered with the administration of, and contrib- 
uted support to, the Contact Committee and the 
Cannon Himployees Association. The effects and con- 
sequences of the respondents’ domination, imter- 
ference, and support of these organizations render 
each of them ineapable of serving the respondents’ 
elmplayees as a genuine collective bargaining agency. 
Although the Contact Committee has ceased to fune- 
tion, it has never been disestablished. The possibil- 
ity exists, therefore, that it may be revived under 
the same or another, name. In view of this possi- 
bility, we shall order the respondents to withhold 
all recognition from the Contact Committee, by 
whatever name it may be known, if it should ever 
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return to active existence as a labor organization.” 
The continued recognition of CEA as the bargain- 
ing representative of the respondents’ emplovees, 
also constitutes a continuing obstacle to the free 
exercise by the employees of the mghts guaranteed 
them in the Act. Therefore, in order to effectuate 
the poheies of the Act and to free the employees 
from the effects of the respondents’ unfair Jabor 
practices, we shall order the respondents to with- 
draw all recognition from CEA as the representa- 
tive of any of thei employees for the purpose of 
dealing with the respondents concerning grievances, 
labor disputes, wages, rates of pay, hours of em- 
plovment, or other conditions of employment, and 
to completely disestablish that organization as such 
representative. 

The agrecments between the respondents and CE.A\ 
were an essential part of the unfair labor practices, 
and constituted a means whereby the respondents 
have used an employer-dominated labor organiza- 
tion to frustrate self-organization and defeat gen- 
uine collective bargaining by their employees. We 
find that the respondents’ agreements with CEA 
were, and are, invalid because they were made as an 
element of assistance to a labor organization which 
was donunated and interfered with by the respond- 
ents. Sinee the present agreement will perpetuate 
the respondents’ unlawful domination and _ assist- 


Mminzibeth Arden, Inc., 45 NeLR.B. 936, en- 
forced as modified 139 . (2d) 488 (C. C. A. 2): 
Carter Carburetor Corporation, 39 N.L.R.B. 1269, 
enforeed 131 F. (2d) 927 (C. C. A. 8). 
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ance, we shall order the respondents to cease and 
desist from giving effect to any agreement between 
them and CEA as well as to any extension, renewal, 
modification, or supplement thereto and any super- 
seding agreements which may now be in foree. 
Nothing herein shall be taken however, to require 
the respondents to vary or abandon those wage, 
hour, and other substantive features of its relations 
with the emplovees themselves, which the respond- 
euts may have established in performance of the 
nereement as extended, renewed, modified, supple- 
mented, or superseded. 

We are also of the opinion that, under the cir- 
cumstances of this case, the respondents should be 
required, as a means of remedying the unfair labor 
practices found, to reimburse each employee for 
anv amounts which have been deducted from his or 
her wages for dues or assessments in CEA, par- 
ticularly where, as here, such dues and assessments 
were withheld by the respondents in accordance 
with the terms of an invalid closed-shop agreement.” 
Tn this connection, however, we note the earlier de- 
termination of the Board’s Regional Director, who 
refused to issue a complaint on March 18, 1943, on 
charges previously filed against the respondents 
under the Act. In the exercise of our administrative 
diseretion as to the remedy most appropriate in the 
circumstances, we find that it will best effectuate 
the policies of the Act if our Order for the reim- 


® Wireinia Electric and Power Company, 44 N. LL. 
R. B. 404, 436, enforced 132 F. 4) 390, (C. Coase 
4), affirmed 319 U. 8S. 533. 


Cannon Manufacturing Corp., et al. 87 


bursement of dues or assessments deducted from 
the wages of employees for CHA is limited to the 
period since February 15, 1945, the date on which 
the complaint herein was issued, since upon the is- 
suance of the complaint the respondents were placed 
on notice that the prior administrative determina- 
tion was no longer in effect.” 

It has also been found that the respondents dis- 
crinunated as to the hire and tenure of employment 
of Alvin L. George and Clarenee Joseph Armant 
because they joined and assisted UE, opposed CEA, 
and engaged in concerted activities with other em- 
plovees for mutual aid and protection, thus causing 
them losses in earnings. In order to effectuate the 
pohcies of the Act, we shall order the respondents 
to offer each of these individuals immediate and 
complete reinstatement to their former or substan- 
tially equivalent positions,’ without prejudice to 
their semority and other rights and privileges. 

Ordinarily, in order to effectuate the policies of 
the Act, we would also order the respondents to 
make whole the employees subjected to discrimina- 
tion for the loss of earnings suffered by each. We 
note, however, that charges on behalf of George and 
Armant were filed by UE on September 26, 1942, 
withdrawn on October 15 of the same year and re- 
filed on Januarv 16, 1945, in the present proceed- 


“NLRB. v. Baltimore Transit Company, 47 
N.L.R.B. 109, enforeed as modified 140 F. (2d) 51 
(Gaye. 4+). 


"See Chase National Bank of the City of New 
Sitmresoo N.U.R.B. 327. 


Se National Labor Relations Board vs. 


ing. We find that the origimal charges filed in 19-42 
were timely as to Ammaut, but tardy as to George.” 
No adequate explanation of the reason for the delay 
as to George has been offered for our consideration. 
Upon this state of the record, we shall order the 
respondents to make whole George by payment to 
him of a sum limited to the amount which he would 
normally have earned as wages during the period 
when the original charges filed on Ins behalf were 
pending, and from the date when the charges were 
refiled to the date of the respondents’ offer of rein- 
statement.” We shall order the respondents to make 
whole Armant by payment to him of a sum lmited 
to the amount which he normally would have earned 
as wages during the period from the date of his 
discharge to the date on which the original charges 
filed on his behalf were withdrawn, and from the 
date when the charges were refiled to the date of 
the respondents’ reinstatement offer.” In each case 
our order shall provide for the deduction of net 
* by the particular discharges during the 
periods im question. 


a 


earings 


"See N.L.R.B. v. Walt Disnev J?roductions, 126 
If. (2d) 44 (GC. C. A. 9); NULR.B. ¥. Mall Poot 
Vonypany, LL9 EF. Gal) 700,702 (Co Caan 


“Yavlor Milling Corporation, 26 N.L.ikalbo er 
443; see also the eases cited in footnote 72, supra. 

™Taylor Milling Corporation, supra: 

@ By ‘net carhings’? is Meant eatniiesmigss We 
penses, such as for transportation, room, and hoard, 
incurred by an employee in connection with obtain- 
ing work and working elsewhere than for the re- 
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In addition, we have found that the respondents 
discriminated as to the hire and tenure of emplov- 
ment of Joan Lawrence, Hrma A. Eivenstad, Vivian 
Mary Sullivan, Monna Monnette Nve, Ada [ish 
Kloise Hunt, Clarence William Youngberg, Jr, 
Florenee Maynard, and Herbert H. Caffarel, be- 
cause they failed to maintain their membership im 
CEA, or because membership discriminatorily de- 
med them by CHA pursuant to the terms of an 
invahd agreement which required membership im 
CEA as a condition of employment at the respond- 
ents’ plant. In order to effectuate the policies of the 
Act, we shall order the respondents to offer each of 
these individuals, with the exception of Florence 
Maynard, iminediate and complete reinstatement to 
their former or substantially equivalent positions 
without prejudice to their seniority and other rights 
and privileges. With respect to Maynard, it appears 
that sinee her discharge she has entered the Woin- 
ers Army Corps of the Umted States Army and 
held such status at the time of the hearing. If Mavy- 
nad has since been discharged from the Women’s 
Aimy Corps, we shall order the respondents to 


spondents, which would not have been imeurrved but 
for the unlawful discharge and the consequent nec- 
essity of seeking employment elsewhere. See Mat- 
ter of Crossett Lumber Company and United 
Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of Amer- 
ica. Lumber and Sawmill Workers Union, Local 
2590, 8 N.L.R.B. 440. Monies received for work 
performed upon Federal, State, county, municipal 
or other work-relief projects shall be considered as 
earings. See Repubhie Steel Corporation v. N. L. 
Peer |! U.S. 7. 
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offer her immediate and full remstatement to her 
former or a substantially equivalent position with- 
out prejudice to her seniority and other rights and 
privileges.” Tf Maynard has not been discharged we 
shall order the respondents, upon application by 
Maynard within ginety (90) days After Gerd 
charge from the Women’s Army Corps, to offer 
her immediate and full remstatement to her former 
ora substantially equivalent position without preju- 
dice to her seniority and other rights and privileges. 

Our back pay order as to this employee, in whose 
behalf charges were timely filed, will require the 
respondents to make whole Maynard for any loss 
of earnings she has suffered or may suffer by rea- 
son of the respondents’ discrimination against her, 
by payment to her of a sum of money determined 
as follows: (1) In the event that she has already 
been discharged from the Women’s Army Corps 
she shall be paid the amount which she normally 
would have earned as wages during the periods 
from the date of her discharge by the respondents 
to the date upon which she entered the armed forces, 
and from the date of her discharge to the date of 
the respondents’ reimstatement offer, less her net 
earmines during these periods; (2) In the event 
that she has not yet been discharged from the Wom- 


“Tf at the time of the respondents’ offer of rein- 
statement less than 90 days have elapsed since May- 
nard’s discharge from the Women’s Army Corps, 
the respondent shall hold their offer of reimstate- 
ment open for a reasonable period, but in any event 
not less than the remainder of the 90-day period fol- 
lowing Maynard’s discharge. 
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en's Army Corps, she shall be paid the amount 
which she normally would have earned as wages 
during the periods from the date of her discharge 
by the respondents to the date on which she en- 
tered the armed forces, and from a date five (5) 
days after her timely application for reinstatement, 
if any, to the date of the reinstatement offer by the 
respondents, less her net earnings during these pe- 
rieds.”7 

With respect to Herbert Caffarel, in whose behalf 
charees were also timely filed, we shall order the re- 
spondents to make whole for any loss of pay he may 
have suffered beeause of the respondents’ discrim- 
ination, by payment to him of a sum of money 
equal to the amount he normally would have earned 
as wages from the date of his dismissal to the date 
of the reinstatement offer ordered herein, less his 
net earnings during that period. 

We find that charges on behalf of Joan Lawrence, 
Kina A. Evenstad, Vivian Mary Sullivan, Monna 
Monnette Nye, Ada Lish, Eloise Hunt, and Clarence 
William Youngberg, Jr, were not filed within a 
reasonable period after their discharge, and that 
eood cause for the delay has not been shown. We 


7 'The provisious of our order in this connection 
shall be taken to mean that the respondents shall 
pay immediately to Maynard that portion of her 
net back pay accumulated between the date of the 
discrimination suffered by her and the date on which 
she entered the Women’s Army Corps, without 
awaiting a final determination of the full amount 
of the award herein. The American Laundry Ma- 
chinery Company, 45 N.L.R.B. 355, enforced 138 
eeepc) (C.C. A. 2). 
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shall therefore lnnt our back pay order as to these 
emplovees, and require the respondents to make 
whole each of them for any loss of pay suffered as 
a result of the respondents’ discrimination by pay- 
iment to each of them of a sum of money equal to 
the amount each would have earned as wages from 
the date on which charges were filed in their behalf 
to the date of reimstatement offer which we shall 
order the respondents to make, less the net earn- 
ings of each during such period. 

We expressly reserve, however, the mght to mod- 
ifv the reinstatement and back-pay provisions of 
our order if such action is made necessary by a 
change of conditions in the future, and to make 
such supplements thereto as may hereafter become 
necessary in order to define or clarify their applica- 
tion to a specific set of errcumstances not now ap- 
parent.” 

The maintenance of a hneage of company-dom- 
inated and supported organizations presents a ready 
and effective means of obstructing self-organization 
by emplovees and the free choice of their own rep- 
resentatives for the purposes of collective bargain- 
ing. The respondents’ long domination and inter- 
ference with two successive labor organizations, the 
contribution of support to them, the repeated dem- 
onstrations of the respondents’ unwillingness to 


“Matter of Fairmont Creamery Company, 69 
N.L.R.B., No. 144: ef. N.L.R.B. v. New York Mer 
chandising Gompany, 1848 (2d) 949 (C. C. Roza 
International Union v. Eagle Picher Mining and 
smelting Company, 65 Sup. Ct. 1166. 
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recognize or bargain collectively with ‘‘outside’’ o1- 


ganizations representing then employees, the caim- 
paign of the respondents to defeat the organiza- 
tional activities of UE—both before and after the 
consent election of 1941—the successive discharges 
of George and Armant to discourage membership 
in UE, the execution of closed-shop contracts with 
CEA despite an earlier announcement that such ar- 
rangements would not be made with any ‘‘outside’’ 
organization, the subsequent discharges of the UE 
adherents, and Maynard and Caffarel to support 
CEA and maintain its effectiveness as the chosen 
instrument of the respondents, ran the gamut of 
interference, restraint, and coercion with the rights 
euaranteed in Section 7 of the Act. The totality of 
the respondents’ conduct, we find, reveals a settled 
purpose to defeat self-organization and its objects 
among the employees by every available means, in 
circumstances which contain ‘‘the threat of con- 
tinuing and varying efforts to attain the same end 
in the future.’’?” Because of the respondents’ un- 
lawful conduct and its underlying purpose we are 
convineed and find that the unfair labor practices 
found are persuasively related to the other unfair 
labor practices prescribed by the Act, and that 

danger of thei commission in the future is to be 
anticipated from the course of the respondents’ 
conduet in the past. The preventive purposes of the 
Act will be thwarted unless our order is coextensive 


°N.L.R.B. v. Express Publishing Company, 312 
U.S. 426, 488; N.L.R.B. v. Bradley Lumber Com- 
pany of Arkansas, IWS (20) joel (CC Avs). 
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with the threat. In order, therefore, to make effec- 
tive the interdependent guarantees of Section 7, to 
prevent a recurrence of unfair labor practices, and 
thereby to minimize strife which burdens and ob- 
structs commerce and thus effectuate the policies of 
the Act, we shall order the respondents to cease and 
desist from im any other manner infringing upon 
the rights guaranteed in Section 7 of the Act. 


Since we have not found that the respondents 
discriminated against Gus Palm, Louis Tournie, or 
Louis LaGuerre Drouet, in respect to the hire or 
tenure of their employment, the complaint will be 
dismissed insofar as it alleges such discrimination 
as to them. 


(pon the basis of the foregoing findings of fact, 
and upon the entire record in the case, the Board 
inakes the following: 


CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 


1. United Electrical, Radio & Machine Workers 
of America, affiliated with the Congress of Indus- 
trial Organizations, International Association of 
Machinists, Lodge 311, unaffiliated, and Cannon Ekm- 
ployees Association, unaffiliated, are labor organiza- 
tions, within the meaning of Section 2 (5) of the 
Act. 

2, The Contact Committee, unaffihated, which 
formerly represented the respondents’ employees, 
was a labor organization, within the meaning of Sec- 


tion 2 (5) of the Act. 


>. By dominating and interfering with the for- 


ee E _—— _ 
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mation and administration of the Contact Commit- 
tee and the Cannon Employees Association, and by 
contributing support to these organizations, the re- 
spondents have engaged in and are engaging unfair 
labor practices within the meaning of Section 8 (2) 
of the Act. 


4, By diseriminating in regard to the hire and 
tenure of employment of Alvin L. George, Clarence 
Joseph Armant, Joan Lawrence, Erma A. Evenstad, 
Vivian Mary Sullivan, Monna Monnette Ney, Ada 
Lish, Eloise Hunt, Clarence William Youngberg, 
Jr., Florence Maynard, and Herbert H. Caffarel, 
thereby discouraging membership in United Elec- 
trical Radio & Machine Workers of America, C.I.O. 
and the International Association of Machinists, 
Lodge 311, and encouraging membership in the 
yannon Hmployees Association, the respondents 
have engaged in and are engaging in unfair labor 
practices within the meaning of Section 8 (3) of 
the Act. 


». By interfering with, restraiming, and coercing 
their employees in the exercise of the rights guar- 
anteed in Section 7 of the Act, the respondents 
have engaged in and are engaging in unfair labor 
practices, within the meaning of Section 8 (1) of 
the Act. 

6. The aforesaid unfair labor practices are un- 
fair labor practices affecting commerce, within the 
meaning of Section 2 (6) and (7) of the Act. 

7. By terminating the employment of Gus Palm, 
Louis Tournie, and Louis LaGuerre Drouet, the 
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respondents have not engaged in unfair labor prac- 
tices, within the meaning of Section 8 (3) of the 
Act. 

ORDER 


Upon the basis of the foregoing findings of fact 
and conclusions of law, and pursuant to Section 10 
(c) of the National Labor Relations Act, the Na- 
tional Labor Relations Board hereby orders that 
the respondents, Cannon Manufacturing Corpora- 
tion, its officers, agents, successors and assigns and 
James HH. Cannon, an individual doing business as 
the Cannon Electrig Development Company, Los 
Angeles, California, his agents, suecessors and as- 
signs, shall: 

1. Cease and desist from: 


(a) Dominating or interfering with the admin- 
istration of the Contact Committee or the Cannon 
Employees Association, or with the formation and 
administration of any other labor organization, and 
from contributing financial or other support to the 
Contact Committee or the Cannon Employees As- 
sociation, or to any other labor organization of their 
emplovees. 

(b) Reeognizing the Cannon Employees’ Asso- 
clation, or any successor thereto, as the representa- 
tive of any of their employees for the purpose of 
dealing with the respondents concerning grievances, 
labor disputes, wages, rates of pay, hours of em- 
ployment or other conditions of employment; 

(c) Giving effect to any and all contracts, sup- 
plements thereto or modifications thereof, or any 
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superseding agreements, with the Cannon [mploy- 


ees” Association ; 


(d) Encouraging membership in the Cannon Ein- 
ployees’ Association, unaffilated, or any other labor 
organization of their employees, and discouraging 
membership in United Electrical, Radio & Machine 
Workers of America, affihated with the Congress of 
Industrial Organizations or the International <As- 
sociation of Machinists, Lodge 311, unaffiliated, or 
any other labor organization of their employees, 
by discriminatorily discharging or refusing to re- 
instate any employees, or by discriminating in any 
other manner in regard to their hire or tenure of 
employment, or any term or condition of their em- 


ployment; 


(e) In any other manner interfering with, re- 
straming, or coercing their employees in the exer- 
cise of the right to self-organization, to form labor 
organizations, to join or assist United Electrical, 
Radio & Machine Workers of America or the In- 
ternational Association of Machinists, Lodge 311, 
or any other labor organization, to bargain collee- 
tively through representatives of their own choos- 
ing, and to engage in concerted activities for the 
purpose of collective bargaining or other mutual 
nid or protection; as guaranteed in Section 7 of 
the Act. 


2 Take the following affirmative action, which 
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the Board finds will effectuate the policies of the 
Act i 


(a) Withdraw and withhold all recognition from 
the Cannon Employees” Association, as the repre- 
sentative of any of their employees for the purpose 
of dealing with the respondents concerning griev- 
ances, labor disputes, wages, rates of pay, hours of 
employment or other conditions of employment, and 
completely disestablish that organization as such 
representative ; 


(b) Refrain from recognizing the Contact Com- 
mittee as the representative of any of their em- 
plovees in the event that organization should ever 
return to active existence ; 


(¢) Reimburse all employees, whose dues in the 
Cannon Icemployees Association were checked oft by 
the respondents, for the amounts thus deducted from 
their wages since February 15, 1945; 


(d) Offer to Alvin L. George, Clarence Joseph 
Armant, Joan Lawrence, Erma A. Evenstad, Vivian 
Mary Sullivan, Monna Monnette Nye, Ada Lish, 
Kloise Hunt, Clarence William Youngberg, Jr., and 
Herbert H. Caffarel, immediate and full reinstaté- 
ment to their former or substantially equivalent 


“The Board expressly reserves the right to mod- 
ifv the back-pay and reinstatement provisions of 
this order if made necessary by a change of condi- 
tions in the future, and to make such supplements 
thereto as may hereafter become necessary in order 
to define or clarify their appheation to a specifie 
set of Gircumstances not now apparent. 
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without prejudice to their seniority and 
other rights and privileges; 


positions® 


(ec) Offer to Florence Maynard immediate and 
full reinstatement to her former or a substantially 
equivalent position, in the manner set forth above 
in section entitled ‘‘The remedy’’; 

(f) Make whole Alvin L. George for any loss of 
pay he may have suffered by reason of the respond- 
ents’ discrimination against him, by the payment of 
a sum of money equal to the amount which he novr- 
mally would have earned as wages during the period 
from September 26 to October 15, 1942, when 
charges filed on his behalf were pending, and fiom 
January 16, 1945, to the date of the respondents’ 
offer of reinstatement, less his net earnings” during 
these periods. 

(2) Make whole Clarence Joseph Armant for any 
loss of pay he may have suffered by reason of the 
respondents’ discrimination against him by the pay- 
ment of a sum of money equal to the amount which 
he normally would have earned as wages durme the 
period from the date of his discharge to October 1, 
1942, when charges filed on is behalf were with- 
drawn, and from January 16, 1945, to the date of 
the respondents’ offer of reinstatement, less his net 
earnings during these periods ; 

(h) Make whole Joan Lawrence, Erma A. Even- 
stad, Vivian Mary Sullivan, Monna Monnette Nye, 
Ada lish, Eloise Hunt, and Clarence Wilhain 


“See footnote 71, supra. 
“ See footnote 75 supra. 
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Youngberg, Jr, for any loss of pay which each of 
them may have suffered by reason of the respond- 
ents” discrimination against them, by the payment 
to each of them of a sum of money equal to the 
anount which each normally would have earned as 
wages from the date on which charges were filed 
on their behalf to the date of the respondents’ offer 
of rvemstatement, less the net earnings of each dur- 
Ing such period: 

(1) Make whole Florence Maynard for any loss 
of pay she may have suffered or may suffer by rea- 
son of the respondents’ discrimination against her, 
by the payment to her of a sum of money determined 
in the manner set forth above in the section entitled 
The remedy”; 

(j)) Make whole Herbert H. Caffarel for any loss 
of pay he may have suffered by reason of the re- 
spondents’ discrimination against him, by the pay- 
nent of a sum of money equal to the amount which 
he normally would have earned as wages from July 
29, 1944, the date of Ins discriminatory discharge, 
to the date of the respondents’ offer of reinstate- 
ment, less his net earnings during this period; 

(k) Post at their plants in Los Angeles, Cali- 
fornia, copies of the notice attached hereto, marked 
‘Appendix A.*’ Copies of the said notice, to be 
firmished by the Regional Director for the Twenty- 
first Region. after being duly signed by the respond- 
dents” representatives, shall be posted by the re- 
spondents immediately upon receipt thereof, and 
maintained by them for sixty (60) consecutive days 
thereafter, mm conspicuous places including all places 
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where notices to enployees are customarily posted. 
Reasonable steps shall be taken by the respondents 
to msure that the said notices are not altered, de- 
faced, or covered by any other material ; 

(1) Notify the Regional Director for the Twenty- 
first Region in writing, within ten (10) days from 
the date of this Order, what steps the respondents 
have taken to comply herewith. 

It Is Further Ordered that the complaint against 
Cannon Manufacturing Corporation and James H. 
Cannon, an individual, doing business as the Can- 
non Electrie Development Company, be dismissed 
insofar as it alleges that the respondents have dis- 
criminated in regard to the hire and tenure of em- 
ployment of Gus Palm, Louis Tournie, and Louis 
LaGuerre Drouet. 

Pursuant to Section 37 of Article II of the Rules 
and Regulations of the National Labor Relations 
Board, Series 3—as amended, effective November 
25, 1945, any party or counsel for the Board may, 
within fifteen (15) days from the date of the issu- 
ance of Proposed Findings of Fact, Proposed Con- 
clusions of Law, and Proposed Order, file with the 
Board, Rochambeau Building, Washington 25, D. C., 
an original and four copies of a statement in writ- 
ing setting forth such exceptions to these Proposed 
Findings, Conclusions, and Order, or to any other 
part of the record or proceeding (including rulings 
upon all motions or objections) as he relies upon, 
together with the original and four copies of a brief 
in support thereof. Immediately upon the filing of 
such statement of exceptions and/or brief, the party 
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or counsel for the Board filing the same shall serve 
a copy thereof upon each of the other parties and 
shall file a copy with the Regional Director. As 
further provided in said Section 37, should any 
party desire permission to argue orally before the 
Board. request therefore must be made in writing 
within ten (10) days from the date of these Pro- 
posed Findings, Conclusions, and Order. 


Dated at Washington, D. C., this 12th day of 
July, L9G 


AP PEN Dis TA 


Notice to All Employees Pursuant to a Decision and 
Order of the National Labor Relations Board, and 
in order to effectuate the policies of the National 
Labor Relations Act, we hereby notify our employ- 
ees that: 


We Hereby Disestablish Cannon Employees As- 
sociation as the representative of any of our em- 
plovees for the purpose of dealing with us concern- 
ing erievances, labor disputes, wages, rates of pay, 
hours of employment, or other conditions of em- 
ployment, and we will not recognize it or any suc- 
cessor thereto for any of the above purposes, 


We Will Not dominate or interfere with the for- 
nation or administration of any labor organization 
or contribute financial or other support to it. 


We Will refrain from recognizing the Contact 
Committee as the representative of any of our em- 
plovees in the event that organization should ever 
return to active existence. 
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We Will Not give effect to any and all contracts, 
supplements thereto, modifications thereof, or to 
any superseding agreements with Cannon Kmploy- 
ees Association. 


We Will offer to the employees named below im- 
mediate and full reinstatement to their former or 
substantially equivalent positions without prejudice 
to any seniority or other rights or privileges pre- 
viously enjoyed, and make them whole in accordance 
with the Order of the Board, for any loss of pay 
suffered as a result of the discrimination. 


Alvin L. George, Clarence Joseph Armant, Joan 
Lawrence, Erma A. Evenstad, Vivian Mary Sulli- 
‘an, Monna Monnette Nye, Ada Lish, Eloise Hunt, 
Clarence William Youngberg, Jr., Florence May- 
nard, Herbert H. Caffarel. 


We Will Not in any manner interfere with, re- 
strain, or coerce our employees in the exercise of 
their right to self-organization, to form labor or- 
ganizations, to join or assist United Electrical, Ra- 
dio & Machine Workers of America, CIO, or In- 
ternational Association of Machinists, Lodge 311, 
AFL, or any other labor organization, to bargain 
collectively through representatives of their own 
choosing, and to engage in concerted activities for 
the purpose of collective bargaining or other mu- 
tual aid or protection. All our employees are free 
to become or remain members of either of these 
unions, or any other labor organization. We will 
not discriminate in regard to hire or tenure of em- 
ployment or any terms or condition of employment 
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against any employee because of membership in or 
wetivity Gn Behalf? of aiy sueh labor organi zaimen. 


CANNON MANUFACTURING 
CORPORATION, 


Representative, Title. 


CANNON ELECTRIC 
DEVELOPMENT COMPANY, 


WOME i eck a os cs Se eee 


Note: Any of the above-named employees pres- 
ently serving in the armed forces of the United 
States will be offered full reinstatement upon apph- 
cation in accordance with the Selective Service Act 
after discharge from the armed forees. 


This notice must remain posted for 60 days from 
the date hereof, and must not be altered, defaced, 
or covered by any other material. 


(Affidavit of Service by Mail attached.) 
(Return Postal Receipts attached.) 
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Exeeptions of Cannon Manufacturing Corporation 
and James H. Cannon, an Individual Doing 
3usiness as Cannon Electric Development Com- 
pany, Respondents, to Proposed Findings of 
Pact, Proposed Conclusions of Law and Pro- 
posed Order. 


+ 


EXCEPTION No. 31 


This exception goes to the entire order beginning’ 
near the bottom of page 33 and running through to 
the bottom of page 35 and to each and every para- 
eraph therein with the exception of the last full 
paragraph on page 35 having to do with Gus Palm, 
Louis Tournie and Louis la Guerre Drouet, but 
which paragraphs are not specifically set out herein, 
it being further contended by the respondents that 
the ‘‘cease and desist’’ purpose of said order (1.(a) 
to (e)) are unnecessary for the reason that re- 
spondents have never at any time as disclosed by 
this record engaged in such practices from which 
they are ordered to cease and desist. 

Dated at Los Angeles, California, September 6, 
1946. 


/s/ DAVID H. CANNON, 
Attorney for Respondents. 
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In the United States Court of Appeals 
for the Ninth Circuit 


12142 


NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD, 


Petitioner, 
¥. 

CANNON MANUFACTURING CORPORATION 
and JAMES H. CANNON, an individual, do- 
ing business as CANNON ELECTRIC DE- 
VELOPMENT COMPANY, 

Respondents. 


PETITION FOR ENFORCEMENT OF AN OR- 
DER OF THE NATIONAL LABOR RELA- 
TIONS BOARD 


To the Honorable, the Judges of the United States 
Court of Appeals for the Ninth Cireuit. 


The National Labor Relations Board, pursuant to 
the National Labor Relations Act, as amended (61 
Stat. 136, 29 US.C.A., Supp. July 1947, Sees. 151j9et 
seq.). hereinafter called the Act, respectfully peti- 
tions this Court for the enforcement of its order 
against respondent, Cannon Manufacturing Cor- 
poration, and its officers, agents, successors and as- 
signs, and James H. Cannon, an individual doing 
business as the Cannon Electric Development Com- 
pany. Los Angeles, California, and his agents, suc- 
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cessors and assigns. The consolidated proceeding 1e- 
sulting in said order is known upon the records of 
the Board as ‘In the Matter of Cannon Manufac- 
turing Corporation and James H. Cannon, an in- 
dividual, doing business as Cannon Eleetric Develop- 
ment Company and International Association of 
Machinists, Lodge 311, Case No. 21-C-2428,’’ and 
“In the Matter of Cannon Manufacturing Corpora- 
tion and James H. Cannon, an individual doing 
business as Cannon Electric Development Company 
and United Electrical, Radio & Machine Workers 
of America, CTL, Case No. 21-C-2474.”’ 


In support of this petition the Board respectfully 
shows: 


(1) Respondents are engaged in business in the 
State of California, within this judicial circuit 
where the unfair labor practices occurred. This 
Court therefore has jurisdiction of this petition by 
virtue of Section 10 (e) of the National Labor Re- 
lations Act, as amended. 


(2) Upon all proceedings had in said matter be- 
fore the Board, as more fully shown by the entire 
record thereof certified by the Board and filed with 
this Court herein, to which reference is hereby made, 
the Board on December 16, 1946, duly stated its 
findings of fact, conclusions of law, and issued an 
order directed to the respondent Cannon Manufac- 
turing Corporation, and its officers, agents, suc- 
cessors and assigns, and respondent James H. Can- 
non, an individual doing business as the Cannon 
Electric Development Company. and his agents. suc- 
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cessors and assigns. So much of the aforesaid order 
as relates to this proceeding provides as follows: 


ORDER 

Upon the entire record in the case, and pursuant 
to Section LO (¢) of the National Labor Relations 
Act, the National Labor Relations Board hereby 
orders that the respondent, Cannon Manufacturing 
Corporation, and its officers, agents, successors and 
assigns, and James H. Cannon, an individual doing 
business as the Cannon Electric Development Coim- 
pany, Los Angeles, California, and his agents, suc- 
cessors and assigns, shall: 

1. Cease and desist from: 

(a) Dominating or interfering with the adminis- 
tration of the Contact Committee, by whatever name 
it may be known, or of the Cannon Employees’ As- 
so@iation, or the formation or administration of any 
other labor organization of their employees, and 
from contributing financial or other support to the 
Contact Committee or the Cannon Employees’ As- 
sociation, er to any other labor organization of their 
employees : 

(hb) Reeognizing the Cannon Employees’ Asso- 
ciation, or any successor thereto, as the representa- 
tive of any of their employees for the purpose of 
dealing with the respondents concerning grievances, 
labor disputes, wages, rates of pay, hours of employ- 
Inent, or other conditions of employment: 

(c) Giving effect to any and all contracts with 
the Cannon Employees’ Association, or to supple- 
nents thereto, or modifications thereof, or any su- 
perseding agreements ; 
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(d) Eneouraging membership in the Cannon [in- 
ployvee’s Association, or any other labor organiza- 
tion of their employees, and discouraging member- 
ship in United Electrical, Radio & Machine Work- 
ers of America, affiliated with the Congress of In- 
dustrial Organizations, or International Association 
of Machinists, Lodge 31], unaffilated, or anv other 
labor organizations of their employees, by discharg- 
ing or refusing to reinstate any of their employees, 
or by discriminating in any other manner in regard 
to their hive or tenure of employment, or any term 
or condition of their employment; 

(e) In anv other manner interfering with, re- 
straining, or coercing their employees in the ex- 
ercise of the right to self-organization, to form labor 
organizations, to join or assist United Electrical, 
Radio & Machine Workers of America or Interna- 
tional Association of Machinists, Local 311, or any 
other labor organization, to bargain collectively 
through representatives of their own choosing, and 
to engage in concerted activities for the purpose of 
collective bargaining or other mutual aid or pro- 
tection, as guaranteed in Section 7 of the Act. 

2. Take the following affirmative action, which 
the Board finds will effectuate the policies of the 
Act? 


*'The Board expressly reserves the right to modify 
the back-pay and reinstatement provisions of this 
order if made necessary by a change of conditions in 
the future, and to make such supplements thereto as 
may hereafter become necessary in order to define 
or clarify their application to a specific set of cir- 
cumstanees not now apparent. 
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(a) Withdraw and withhold all recognition from 
the Cannon Kmployees’ Association, as the repre- 
sentative of any of their emplovees for the purpose 
of dealing with the respondents coneerning griev- 
ances, labor disputes, wages, rates of pay, hours of 
employment or other conditions of employment and 
completely disestablish that organization as such 
representative ; 

(b) Refrain from recognizing the Contact Com- 
mittee, by whatever name it may be known, as the 
collective bargaining representative of any of their 
emplovees, in the event that organization should 
ever return to active existence ; 

(ce) Reimburse all employees, whose dues in the 
Cannon Employees’ Association were checked off 
by the respondents, for the amounts thus deducted 
from their wages sinee February 15, 1945; 

(d) Offer to Alvin L. George, Clarence Joseph 
Armant, Joan Lawrence, Erma A. Evenstad, Vivian 
Mary Sullivan, Monna Monnette Nye, Ada Lish, 
Eloise Hunt, Clarence William Youngberg, J1., and 
Herbert H. Caffarel, immediate and full reinstate- 
ment to their former or substantial equivalent posi- 
> without prejudice to their seniority or other 
rights and privileges ; 


tions, 


* In accordance with the Board’s consistent inter- 
pretation of the term, the expression ‘‘former or 
substantially equivalent position’? is imtended = to 
mean ‘former position wherever possible, but if 
such position is no longer in existence, then to a 
substantially equivalent position.’? See Matter of 
‘he Chase National Bank of the City of New York, 
San Juan, Puerto Rico Branth, 65 N.L.R.13. 827, 
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(e) Offer to Florence Maynard immediate and 
full reinstatement to her former or a substantially 
equivalent position, in the manner set forth in the 
proposed findings attached hereto, in the section en- 
titled “‘The remedy’’; 

(f) Make whole Alvin L. George for any loss of 
pay he may have suffered by reason of the respond- 
ents’ discrimination against him, by payment to him 
of a sum of money equal to the amount which he 
normally would have earned as wages during the 
period from September 26 to October 15, 1942, when 
eharges filed on his behalf were withdrawn and 
from January 16, 1945, to the date of the respond- 
ents’ offer of reinstatement, less his net earnings* 
during these periods ; 

(g) Make whole Clarence Joseph Armant for 
any loss of pay he may have suffered by reason of 
the respondents’ discrimination against him, by pay- 
ment to him of a sum of money equal to the amount 
which he normally would have earned as wages dur- 
ing the period from the date of his discharge to Oc- 
tober 15, 1942, when charges filed on his behalf 


‘By ‘‘net earnings’’ is meant earnings less ex- 
penses, such as for transportation, room, and board, 
incurred by an emplovee in connection with obtain- 
ing work and working elsewhere than for the re- 
spondent, which would not have been ineurred but 
for his unlawful discharge and the consequent neces- 
sity of his seeking employment elsewhere. See Mat- 
ter of Crossett Lumber Company, 8 N.L.R.B. +0. 
Monies received for work performed upon Federal, 
State, county, municipal, or other work-relief proj- 
ects shall be considered as earnings. See Republic 
pueemcoorporation *«. N.L.R.B., 311 U.S. 7. 
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were withdrawn, and from January 16, 1945, to the 
date of the respondents’ offer of reinstatement, less 
his net earnings during these periods; 

(h) Make whole Joan Lawrence, Erma A. Even- 
stad, Vivian Marv Sullivan, Monna Monnette Nye, 
Ada Lish, Eloise Hunt, and Clarence William 
Youngberg, Ji. for any loss of pay which they may 
have suffered by reason of the respondents’ diserim- 
ination against them, by payment to each of them 
of a sum of money equal to the amount which each 
normally would have earned as wages from the date 
on which charges were filed on their behalf to the 
date of the respondents’ offer of reinstatement, less 
the net earnings of each during such period; 

(1) Make whole Florence Maynard for any loss 
of pay she may have suffered or may suffer by 
reason of the respondents’ discrimination against 
her, by payment to her of a sum of money deter- 
mined in the manner set forth in the proposed find- 
ings attached hereto, in the section entitled **The 
remedy’’; 

(j) Make whole Herbert H. Caffarel for any loss 
of pay he may have suffered by reason of the re- 
spondents’ discrimination against him, by payment 
io him of a sum of money equal to the amount which 
he normally would have earned as wages from July 
29, 1944, the date of his discriminatory discharge, 
to the date of the respondents’ offer of reinstate- 
ment, less his net earnings during this period; 

(k) Post at their plants in Los Angeles, Cali- 
fornia, copies of notice attached to the Proposed 
Kindings of Fact, Proposed Conclusions of Law and 
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Proposed Order, marked ‘“‘Appendix A.’’* Copies 
of said notice, to be furnished by the Regional Di- 
rector for the Twenty-first Region, shall, after be- 
ing duly signed by the respondents’ representatives, 
be posted by the respondents immediately upon re- 
ceipt thereof, and maintained by them for sixty (60) 
consecutive days thereafter, in conspicuous places, 
including all places where notices to employees are 
customarily posted. Reasonable steps shall be taken 
by the respondents to insure that said notices are 
not altered, defaced, or covered by any other ma- 
terial; 

(1) Notify the Regional Director for the Twenty- 
first Region in writing within ten (10) days from 
the date of this Order, what steps the respondents 
have taken to comply herewith. 

(3) On December 16, 1946, the Board’s Decision 
and Order was served upon respondents by sending 
a copy thereof postpaid, bearing Government frank, 
by registered mail, to respondents’ counsel. 

(4) Pursuant to Section 10 (e) of the National 
Labor Relations Act, as amended, the Board 1s cer- 
tifving and filing with this Court a transcript of the 
entire record of the consolidated proceeding before 
the Board, including the pleadings, testimony and 
evidence, findings of fact, conclusions of law, and 
order of the Board. 


*Tn the event this order is enforced by deeree of 
a Circuit Court of Appeals, there shall be inserted, 
before the words ‘‘A Decision and Order,’’ the 
words: ‘‘A Decree of the United States Circuit 
Court of Appeals Enforcing.”’ 
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Wherefore, the Board prays this Honorable Court 
that it cause notice of the filing of this petition and 
transcript to be served upon respondents and that 
this Court take jurisdiction of the proceeding and 
of the questions determined therein and make and 
enter upon the pleadings, testimony and evidence, 
and the proceedings set forth in the transcript and 
upon the so much of the order made thereupon as 
set forth in paragraph (2) hereof, a decree enfore- 
ing in whole said order of the Board, and requiring 
respondent Cannon Manufacturing Corporation, and 
its officers, agents, successors and assigns, and James 
TI. Cannon, an individual doing business as_ the 
Cannon Electric Development Company, and _ his 
agents, successors and assigns, to comply therewith. 
The Board further prays that this Honorable Court, 
in enforcing said order, shall provide that the afore- 
mentioned notice to be posted by respondents, shall 
specifically recite that the Board’s order has been 
enforced by a decree of this Court so that the in- 
troductory clause of the notice shall read as fol- 
lows: ‘Appendix A, Notice to All Employees, Pur- 
suant to a decree of the United States Court of 
Appeals enforcing an order of the National Labor 
Relations Board and in order to effectuate the poli- 
cies of the National Labor Relations Act, as 
amended, we hereby notify our employees that.” 


NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD, 


/s/ A. NORMAN SOMERS, 
Assistant General Counsel. 


Dated at. Washington, D. C., this 24th day of De- 
cember, 1948. 
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A. Norman Somers, being first duly sworn, states 
that he is Assistant General Counsel of the National 
Labor Relations Board, petitioner herein, and that 
he is authorized to and does make this verification in 
behalf of said Board; that he has read the forego- 
ing petition and has knowledge of the contents 
thereof; and that the statements made therein are 
true to the best of his knowledge, information and 
belief. 

/s/ A. NORMAN SOMERS, 
Assistant General Counsel. 


Subseribed and sworn to before me this 24th day 
of December, 1948. 


(Seal) /s/ ROSE MARY FILIPOWICZ, 
Notary Public, District of Columbia. 


My Commission Expires March 15, 1953. 


[Endorsed]: Filed December 31, 1948. Paul P. 
O’Brien, Clerk. 
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CAINo. 12142 
United States of Ameri¢a—ss: 
The President of the United States of America: 


To Cannon Manufacturing Corporation and James 
H. Cannon, d/b/a/ Cannon Electric Development 
Co., 3209 Humboldt St., Los Angeles, Calif.; 
Cannon Kmployees Association, 215 W. Ave., 33 
Los Angeles, Calif.; United Electrical, Radio & 
Machine Workers of America, CIO, Att: Judy 
Dunks, 5851 S. Avalon Blvd., Los Angeles, Cal., 
and International Ass’n of Machinists, Lodge 
311, AFL, 421 Van Nuys Blidg., Los Angeles, 
Calif. 


(rreeting: 


Pursuant to the provisions of Subdivision (e) of 
Section 160, U.S.C.A. Title 29 (National Labor Re- 
lations Board Act, Section 10(e) ), you and each 
of you are hereby notified that on the 31st day of 
December, 1948, a petition of the National Labor 
Relations Board for enforcement of its order en- 
tered on December 16, 1946, in a proceeding known 
upon the records of the said Board as 


“In the Matter of Cannon Manufacturing 
Corp., and James H. Cannon, an individual, 
d/b/a Cannon Electric Development Co., aad 
International Ass’n of Machinists, Lodge 311, 
Case No. 21-C-2428, and In the Matter of Can- 
non Manufacturing Corp., and James H. Can- 
non, an individual, d/b/a/ Cannon Electric 
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Development Co., and United Electrical, Radio 
& Machine Workers of America, CIO, Case 
No. 21-C-2474,”’ 


and for entry of a decree by the United States Court 
of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit, was filed in the 
said United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth 
Circuit, copy of which said petition is attached 
hereto. 


You are also notified to appear and move upon, 
answer or plead to said petition within ten days 
from date of the service hereof, or in default of 
such action the said Court of Appeals for the Ninth 
Cireuit will enter such decree as it deems just and 
proper in the premises. 

Witness, the Honorable Fred M. Vinson, Chief 
Justice of the United States, the 31st day of De- 
cember in the year of our Lord one thousand, nine 
hundred and forty-eight. 

(Seal) /3/ PAUL P.O BRIEN, 

Clerk of the United States Court of Appeals for 
the Ninth Cireuit. 

(Return of Service of Writs attached.) 


[Endorsed]: Filed Jan. 13, 1949. Paul P. O’Brien, 
Clerk. 
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Ca’'No. 12142 


United States of Ameriea—ss: 


The President of the United States of America: 


To Cannon Manufacturing Corporation and James 
H. Cannon, d/b/a/ Cannon Electric Develop- 
ment Co., 3209 Humboldt St., Los Angeles, 
Calif.; Cannon Employees Association, 215 W. 
Ave., 33 Los Angeles, Calif.; United Electrical, 
Radio G&G Machine Workers of America, CIO, 
Att. Judy Dunks, 5851 8. Avalon Blvd., Los An- 
geles, Cal., and International Ass’n of Machin- 
ists, Lodge 311, AFL, 421 Van Nuys Bldg., Los 
Angeles, Calif, 

Greeting: 

Pursuant to the provisions of Subdivision (e) of 
Section 160, U.S.C.A. Title 29 (National Labor Re- 
lations Board Act, Section 10(e) ), you and each 
of you are hereby notified that on the 31st day of 
December, 1948, a petition of the National Labor 
Relations Board for enforement of its order en- 
tered on December 16, 1946, in a proceeding known 
upon the records of the said Board as 


‘Tn the Matter of Cannon Manufacturing 
Corp., and James H. Cannon, an individual, 
d/b/a/ Cannon Electric Development Co., and 
International Ass’n of Machinists, Lodge 311, 
Case No. 21-C-2428, and In the Matter of Can- 


non Manufacturing Corp., and James H. Can- 
non, an individual, d/b/a/ Cannon Electric De- 
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velopment Co., and United Electrical, Radio & 
Machine Workers of America, CIO, Case No. 
21-C-2474,”" 


and for entry of a decree by the United States Court 
of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit, was filed in the 
said United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth 
Circuit, copy of which said petition is attached 
hereto. 


You are also notified to appear and move upon, 
answer or plead to said petition within ten days 
from date of the service hereof, or in default of 
such action the said Court of Appeals for the Ninth 
Cireuit will enter such decree as it deems just and 
proper in the premises. 


Witness, the Honorable Fred M. Vinson, Chief 
Justice of the United States, this 3lst day of De- 
cember in the year of our Lord one thousand, nine 
hundred and forty-eight. 

PAUL P. O'BRIEN, 
Clerk of the United States Court of Appeals for the 
Ninth Circuit. 
(Return Service of Writ attached.) 


[Endorsed]: Filed Jan. 1, 1949. Paul P. O’Brien, 
Clerk. 
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In the United States Court of Appeals 
for the Ninth Cireuit 


No. 12142 
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD, 


Petitioner, 
WS 


CANNON MANUFACTURING CORPORATION 
and JAMES H. CANNON, an individual, doing 
business as CANNON ELECTRIC DEVELOP- 
MENT COMPANY, 

Respondents. 


PETITION FOR ENFORCEMENT OF AN OR- 
DER OF THE NATIONAL LABOR RELA- 
TIONS BOARD 


‘lo the Honorable, the Judges of the United States 
Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit. 


The National Labor Relations Board, pursuant 
to the National Labor Relations Act, as amended 
(61 Stat. 136, 29 U.S.C.A., Supp. July 1947, Sees. 
151, et seq.), hereinafter called the Act, respectfully 
petitions this Court for the enforcement of its order 
against respondent, Cannon Manufacturing Cor- 
poration, and its officers, agents, successors and as- 
signs, and James H. Cannon, an individual doing 
business as the Cannon Electric Development Com- 
pany, Los Angeles, Califormia, and his agents, suc- 
cessors and assigus. The consolidated proceeding re- 
sulting in said order is known upon the records of 


Cannon Manufacturing Corp., et al. Laan 


the Board as ‘Jn the Matter of Cannon Manufac- 
turing Corporation and James H. Cannon, an in- 
dividual, doing business as Cannon Electric De- 
velopment Company and International Association 
vf Machinists, Lodge 311, Case No. 21-C-2428,”’ and 
“In the Matter of Cannon Manufacturing Corpora- 
tion and James H. Cannon, an individual doing 
business as Cannon Klectric Development Company 
and United Electrical, Radio & Machine Workers 
of America, CIO, Case No. 21-C-2474.”’ 


In support of this petition the Board respectfully 
shows: 


(1) Respondents are engaged in business in the 
State of California, within this judicial circuit 
where the unfair labor practices occurred. This 
Court therefore has jurisdiction of this petition by 
virtue of Section 10 (e) of the National Labor Re- 
lations Act, as amended. 


(2) Upon all proceedings had in said matter 
before the Board, as more fully shown by the entire 
record thereof certified by the Board and filed 
with this Court herein, to which reference is hereby 
made, the Board on December 16, 1946, duly stated 
its findines of fact, conclusions of law, and issued 
an order directed to the respondent Cannon Mannu- 
facturing Corporation, and its officers, agents, suc- 
cessors and assigns, and respondent James H. Can- 
non, an individual doing business as the Cannon 
Electric Development Company, and his agents, 
successors and assigns. So much of the aforesaid 
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order as relates to this proceeding provides as fol- 
lows: 


ORDER 


Upon the entire record in the case, and pursuant 
to Section 10 (c) of the National Labor Relations 
Act, the National Labor Relations Board hereby 
orders that the respondent, Cannon Manufacturing 
Corporation, and its officers, agents, successors and 
assigns, and James H. Cannon, an individual doing 
business as the Cannon Electric Development Com- 
pany, Los Angeles, California, and his agents, suc- 
cessors and assigns, shall: 

1. Cease and desist from: 

(a) Dominating or interfering with the admin- 
istration of the Contract Committee, by whatever 
name it may be known, or of the Cannon Employees’ 
Association, or the formation or administration of 
anv other labor organization of their employees, 
and from contributing financial or other support to 
the Contact Committee or the Cannon Employees’ 
Association, or to any other labor organization of 
their employees; 

(b) Recognizing the Cannon Employees’ Asso- 
clation, or any snecessor thereto, as the representa- 
tive of any of their employees for the purpose of 
dealing with the respondents concerning grievances, 
labor disputes, wages, rates of pay, hours of em- 
plovment, or other conditions of employment; 

(c) Giving effect to any and all contracts with 
the Cannon Employees’ Association, or to supple- 
inents thereto, or modifications thereof, or any su- 
perseding agreements ; 
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(d) Encouraging membership in the Cannon Em- 
ployee’s Association, or any other labor organiza- 
tion of their employees, and discouraging member- 
ship in United Eleetrical, Radio G Machine Work- 
ers of America, affiliated with the Congress of 
Industrial Organizations, or International Associa- 
tion of Machinists, Lodge 311, unaffihated, or any 
other labor organizations of their employees, by 
discharging or refusing to reimstate any of their 
employees, or by discriminating in any other man- 
nev in regard to their hire or tenure of employment, 
or any term or condition of their employment; 

(e) In any other manner interfering with, re- 
straining, or coercing their employees in the exer- 
cise of the right to self-organization, to form labor 
organizations, to join or assist United Electrical, 
Radio & Machine Workers of America or Interna- 
tional Association of Machinists, Local 311, or any 
other labor organization, to bargain collectively 
through representatives of their own choosing, and 
to engage in concerted activities for the purpose of 
collective bargaining or other mutual aid or pyro- 
tection, as guaranteed in Section 7 of the Act. 

2. ‘Take the following affirmative action, which 
the Board finds will effectuate the policies of the 
Act? 


2 


The Board expressly reserves the ght to modify 
the back-pay and reinstatement provisions of this 
order if made necessary by a change of conditions in 
the future, and to make such supplements thereto as 
may hereafter become necessary in order to define 
or clarify their application to a specific set of cir- 
cumstances not now apparent. 
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(a) Withdraw and withhold all recognition from 
the Cannon Employees’ Association, as the repre- 
seitative of any of their employees for the purpose 
of dealing with the respondents concerning griev- 
ances, labor disputes, wages, rates of pay, hours of 
employment or other conditions of employment and 
completely disestablish that organization as such 
representative ; 

(b) Refrain from recognizing the Contact Com- 
mittee, by whatever name it may be known, as the 
collective bargaining representative of any of their 
employees, in the event that organization should 
ever return to active existence ; 

(¢) Reimburse all employees, whose dues in the 
Cannon Emplovees’ Association were checked off 
by the respondents, for the amounts thus deducted 
from their wages since February 15, 1945; 

(d) Offer to Alvin L. George, Clarence Joseph 
Armant, Joan Lawrence, Erma A. Evenstad, Vivian 
Mary Sullivan; Monna Monnette Nye, Ada Lish, 
Eloise Hunt, Clarence Wilham Youngberg, Jr., and 
Herbert H. Caffarel, immediate and full reinstate- 
ment to then former or substantially equivalent 
positions,” without prejudice to their seniority or 
other rights and privileges: 


In accordance with the Board’s consistent mter- 
pretation of the term. the expression ‘tformer or 
substantially equivalent position’? is intended to 
mean ‘former position wherever possible, but if 
such position is no longer m existence, then To a 
substantially equivalent position.’? See Matter of 
The Chase National Bank of the City of New York, 
San duan, Puerto Rico Branch, 6 Nel Gaba oec 
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(e) Offer to Florence Maynard immediate and 
full remstatement to her former or a substantially 
equivalent position, in the manner set forth in the 
proposed findings attached hereto, in the section 
entitled ‘“The remedy’’; 

(f) Make whole Alvin L. George for any loss of 
pay he may have suffered by reason of the respond- 
ents’ disernnination against him, by payment to him 
of a sum of money equal to the amount which he 
normally would have earned as wages during the 
period from September 26 to October 15, 1942, when 
charges filed on his behalf were withdrawn and from 
January 16, 1945, to the date of the respondents’ 
otter of reinstatement, less his net earnings* during 
these periods ; 

(g) Make whole Clarence Joseph Armant for 
any loss of pay he may have suffered by reason of 
the respondents’ discrimination against him, by 
payment to him of a sum of money equal to the 
amount which he normally would have earned as 
wages during the period from the date of his dis- 
charge to October 15, 1942, when charges filed on 


“By met earnings’ is meant earnings less ex- 
penses, such as for transportation, room, and board. 
mecurred by an employee in connection with obtain- 
ing work and working elsewhere than for the re- 
spondent, which would not have been incurred but 
for his unlawful discharge and the consequent neces- 
sity of his seeking employment elsewhere. See Mat- 
tev of Crossett Lumber Company, 8 N.L.R.B. 440. 
Monies received for work performed upon Federal, 
State, county, municipal, or other work-relief proj- 
ects shall be considered as earnings. See Repubhe 
pice) Gerporation v. N.L.R.B., 311 U.S. 7. 
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his behalf weve withdrawn, and from January 16, 
1945, to the date of the respondents’ offer of reim- 
statement, less his net earnings during these pe- 
nods: 

(h) Make whole Joan Lawrence, Erma A. Kven- 
stad, Vivian Mary Sullivan, Monna Monnette Nye, 
Ada ish, Eloise Hunt, and Clarence William 
Youngberg, Jr, for any loss of pay which they 
inmay have suffered by reason of the respondents’ 
discrimination against them, by payment to each 
of them of a sum of money equal to the amount 
which each normally would have earned as wages 
from the date on which charges were filed on their 
behalf to the date of the respondents’ offer of rein- 
statement, less the net earnings of each during such 
period ; 

(1) Make whole Florence Maynard for any loss 
of pay she may have suffered or may suffer by rea- 
son of the respondents’ discrimination against her, 
by payment to her of a sum of money determined 
in the manner set forth in the proposed findings 
attached hereto, in the section entitled ‘The rem- 
Cdigas 2 

(j) Make whole Herbert H. Caffarel for any 
loss of pay he may have suffered by reason of the 
respondents’ discrimination against him, by pay- 
ment to him of a sum of money equal to the amount 
which he normally would have earned as wages 
from July 29, 1944, the date of his discriminatory 
discharge, to the date of the respondents’ offer of 
reinstatement, less his net earnings during this 
period: 
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(k) Post at their plants m Los Angeles, Cali- 
fornia, copies of notice attached to the Proposed 
Findings of Fact, Proposed Conclusions of Law 
and Proposed Order, marked ‘‘Appendix <A.’” 
Copies of said notice, to be furnished by the Re- 
eional Director for the 'wenty-first Region, shall 
after being duly signed by the respondents’ repre- 
sentatives, be posted by the respondents immediately 
upon receipt thereof, and maintained by them for 
sixty (60) consecutive days thereafter, in conspicu- 
ous places, including all places where notices to en- 
ployees are customarily posted. Reasonable steps 
shall be taken by the respondents to insure that 
said notices are not altered, defaced, or covered by 
any other material ; 

(1) Notify the Regional Director for the 'wenty- 
- first Region in writing within ten (10) days from 
the date of this Order, what steps the respondents 
have taken to comply herewith. 

(3) On December 16, 1946, the Board’s Decision 
and Order was served upon respondents by sending 
a copy thereof postpaid, bearing Government frank, 
by registered mail, to respondents’ counsel. 


(4) Pursuant to Section 10 (e) of the National 


*In the event this order is enforced by deeree of 
a Circuit Court of Appeals, there shall be inserted, 
before the words ‘‘A Decision and Order,’’ the 
words: ‘‘A Decree of the United States Cireuit 
Court of Appeals Enforcing.”’ 
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Labor Relations Act, as amended, the Board is cer- 
tifving and filing with this Court a transcript of 
the entire record of the consolidated proceeding be- 
fore the Board, including the pleadings, testimony 
and evidence. findings of fact, conclusions of law, 


and order of the Board. 


Wherefore, the Board prays ths Honorable Court 
that it cause notice of the filing of this petition and 
transcript to be served upon respondents and that 
this Court take jumsdiction of the proceeding and 
of the questions determined therein and make and 
enter upon the pleadings, testimony and evidence, 
and the proceedings set forth in the transcript and 
upon the so much of the order made thereupon as 
set forth in paragraph (2) hereof, a decree enfore- 
ing in whole said order of the Board, and requiring 
respondent Cannon Manufacturing Corporation. 
and its officers, agents, successors and assigns, and 
James H. Cannon, an individual doing business vas 
the Cannon Electric Development Company, and 
his agents, successors and assigns. to comply there- 
with. The Board further prays that this Honorable 
Court, in enforcing said order, shall provide that 
the aforementioned notice to be posted by respond- 
ents, shall spectfically recite that the Board’s order 
has heen enforced by a decree of this Court so that 
the introductory clause of the notice shall read as 
follows: ““Appendix A. Notice to All EmployeGes 
Pursuant to a deeree of the United States Court of 
Appeals enforcing an order of the National Labor 
Relations Board and in order to effectuate the pol- 
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igies of the National Labor Relations Act, as 
amended, we hereby notify our employees that :”’ 


NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS 
BOARD 


/3s/ A. NORMAN SOMERS 
Assistant General Counsel 


Dated at Washington, D. C., this 24th day of 
December 1948. 


[Endorsed]: Filed December 31, 1948. Paul P. 
O’Brien, Clerk. 


District of Columbia—ss. 


A. Norman Somers, being first duly sworn, states 
that he is Assistant General Counsel of the National 
Labor Relations Board, petitioner herein, and that 
he is authorized to and does make this verification in 
behalf of said Board; that he has read the foregoing 
petition and has knowledge of the contents thereof ; 
and that the statements made therein are true to the 
best of his knowledge, information and belief. 


/s/ A. NORMAN SOMERS, 
Assistant General Counsel. 


Subscribed and sworn to before me this 24th day 
of December, 1948. 


(Seal) /s/ ROSE MARY FILIPOWICZ, 
Notary Public, District of Columbia. 
My Commission Expires March 15, 1953. 
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In the United States Court of Appeals 
For the Ninth Circuit 


CA No. 12142 
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD. 


Petitioner, 
VS. 


CANNON MANUFACTURING CORPORATION 
and JAMES H. CANNON, an individual doing 
business as CANNON ELECTRIC DEVELOP- 
MENT COMPANY, 

Respondents. 


ANSWER OF RESPONDENTS 


To The Honorable Judges of the United States 
Cirenit Court of Appeals for the Ninth Cireuit: 


Comes now Cannon Manufacturing Corporation 
and James H. Cannon, an individual, dome business 
as Cannon Electric Development Company, respond- 
ents, and answering the Petition for Enforcement of 
an Order of the National Labor Relations Board 
asserts : 

FIRST DEFENSE 

The petition fails to state a claim against these 
respondents or against either of them upon which 
rehef can be granted. 

SECOND DEFENSE 

Respondents adnut the allegations contained in 
paragraphs (1), (2), (8), and (4) of the said peti- 
tion but allege that the relief praved for m said peti- 
tion should not be granted bv reason of the fact that 
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there was no substantial evidence nor any evidence 
offered or received in the proceedings before the 
Trial Examiner or before the National Labor Rela- 
tions Board to support the said Order, part of which 
is set out in paragraph (2) of the petition herein, or 
any part thereof. 


THIRD DEFENSE 


That said petition should not be granted by reason 
of Respondent’s Exceptions to said Order and which 
said Respondents’ Exceptions are set out as part of 
the Certificate of the National Labor Relations 
Board, dated December 24, 1948, and designated 
therein as item (11) and duly filed herein, reference 
to which is specifically made and by this reference 
incorporated herein and made a part hereof. 


Wherefore, these respondents pray that this pro- 
ceeding be dismissed, that respondents be allowed 
to go hence with their costs and with all other proper 
relief, 


Dated February 9, 1949. 


/3/ DAVID H. CANNON, 
Attorney for Respondents. 


(Affidavit of Service by Mail attached.) 


[Endorsed]: Filed February 10, 1949. Paul P. 
O’Brien, Clerk. 
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STATEMENT OF POINTS 
The National Labor Relations Board, petitioner, 
pursuant to Rule 19 (6) of this Court files the fol- 


lowing statement of points upon which it intends to 
rely in the enforcement proceeding: 


1. The Board's findings that respondents vio- 
lated Section 8 (1), (2), and (8) of the National 
Labor Relations Act are supported by substantial 
evidence, 

The Board’s order is valid and proper under the 
Act. 

/s/ A’. NORMAN SOMERS, 
Assistant General Counsel. National Labor Rela- 
tions Board. 


Dated at Washington, D. C.. this 24th day of 
December 1948. 


[Endorsed]: Filed Dee. 31, 1948, Paul P. O'Brien. 
Clerk. 


[Title of U.S. Cowrt of Appeals and Cause. ] 


STIPULATION TO DISPENSED Vy laagh Teas 
PRINTING OF CERTAIN FX HIBS 

It is hereby stipulated by and between the parties 

to the ahove-entitled action that the following ex- 

hibits designated as constituting part of the record 

before the Court need not be included in the printed 

record but will be filed with the Clerk and may be 


Cannon Manufacturing Corp., ct al. Ie 


considered by the Court with the same effect as if 
printed: 
Board Exinbits Nos. 1A-1Z, 28, 29, 30 
36, 39, 42, 46, 48, 57, 68A, 68K, 68P, 73, 74. 
Respondents’ Exhibits 34, 37, 38A, 38b. 


/s/ A. NORMAN SOMERS, 
Assistant General Counsel, National Labor Rela- 
tions Board, Attorney for Petitioner. 


Dated at Washington, D. C., this 24th day of 
December 1948. 
/s/ DAVID H. CANNON, 
Attorney for Respondents. 


20 A. 


Dated at Los Angeles, Califorma, this 4th day of 
January, 1949. 


[Endorsed]: Filed January 5, 1949. 


[Endorsed]: No. 12142. Umited States Court of 
Appeals for the Ninth Cirewit. National Labor Rela- 
tions Board, petitioner, vs. Cannon Manufacturing 
Corporation and James H. Cannon, an individual, 
doing business as Cannon Electric Development 
Company, respondents. Transcript of Record. Peti- 
tion for enforcement of order of the National Labor 
Relations Board. 


Filed December 31, 1948. 


7s/ PAUL P. 0 EEREN 
Clerk of the United States Court of Appeals for 
the Ninth Circuit. 
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Before the National Labor Relations Board 
Twenty-first Region 


Case No. 21-C-2428 
In the Matter of 
CANNON MANULFACTURING CORPORATION 
and JAMES H. CANNON, an individual, doing 
business as CANNON ELECTRIC DEVELOP- 
MENT COMPANY 
and 


INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MA- 
CHINGS TS, LODGE 311aee ik i 


Case No. 21-C-2474 


CANNON MANUFACTURING CORPORATION 
and JAMES H. CANNON, an individual, doing 
business as CANNON ELECTRIC DEVELOP- 
MENT COMPANY 

and 


UNITED ELECTRICAL, RADIO AND) Ba- 
CHINE WORKERS OF AMERICA, C.L.O. 
Room 301, Board of Trade Building, 
111 West Seventh Street, 
Los Angeles, California 
Thursday, May 24, 1945. 


The above entitled matter came on for hearing, 
pursuant to notice, at 10:00 o’clock @ TM. 

Before: James C. Batten, Trial Examiner. [1] 

Appearances: Charles M. Ryan, 900 Board of 
Trade Building, 111 West Seventh Street, Los An- 


* Page numbering appearing at foot of page of original certified 
Transcript of Record. 
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geles, California, appearing on behalf of the Na- 
tional Labor Relations Board. David H. Cannon. 
650 South Spring Street, Los Angeles, California, 
appearing on behalf of Cannon Manufacturing Cor- 
poration and James H. Cannon. an individual, do- 
ing business as Cannon Electric Development 
Company. Judy Dunks, 5851 South Avalon Boule- 
rard, Los Angeles, California, appearing on behalf 
of United Electrical, Radio and Machine Workers 
of America, C.I.O. [2] 
Ce tS GP te 

Mr. Ryan: Mr. Examiner, at this time I ask the 
reporter to mark for identification the formal 
papers upon which this proceeding rests, marking 
those papers as they appear in the [4] formal file 
chronologically lettered 1-A through 1-\, inclusive. 


(Thereupon, the documents referred to were 
marked Board’s Exhibits Nos. 1-A_ through 
1-X, inclusive, for identification. ) 


Ma. Ryan: Those formal papers include the 
charges, amended charges, complaint, amended com- 
plaint, and second amended complaint, the proof of 
service and the Board’s order consolidating these 
two cases for hearing in this matter. [5] 

See ee 

Trial Examiner Batten: I think perhaps, Mr. 
Cannon, if vou have no objection, it may he, as I 
should have said a minute ago, that any formal 
papers, including those of the respondent, as well 
as the organizations involved, I would like to have 
made a part of Board’s Exhibit 1. That is prin- 


16 National Labor Relations Board vs. 


eipally for the conventence of vou attorneys later, 
so that vou will find all the formal papers in one 
exhibit, instead of scattered through the record. 
Mx. Cannon: ‘hat is agteealle. 
Trial Examimer Batten: ‘That would then be 
Board's Exhibit 1-Y, the answer. 


(Thereupon, the document referred to was 
marked Board’s Exhibit No. 1-Y, for identifi- 
cation.) 


Trial Examiner Batten: Then it may be under- 
stood, Mr. Cannon, vou may have—what, two days? 
Mr. Cannon: IJ would like more, if T may have it. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Three days? 

Mr. Cannon: Tf would hke until Monday. 

Trial Exammer Batten: Until Monday to aie 
an amended answer. [9] 

My. Cannon: At this time the Cannon Manu- 
facturing Corporation and Cannon Electric Devel- 
opment Company move for a continuance on this 
matter based primarily on the facet the issues 
have been entirely changed now by the reason of 
the late filing of these amendments. these amended 
charges. We are not prepared to meet them at this 
time, not having had time to consider them and not 
knowing of their nature. That is one motion. 

The other motion is we object to any hearing 
on the matter now on the grounds that the persons 
filing the complaints and issues framed in this par- 
ticular matter have been passed upon with a degree 
of finality by the National Labor Relations Board, 
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as embodied in the affirmative defense set up in the 
answer, and which T will not read at length unless 
I am required to do so by you. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Well, naturally, J] re- 
serve my decision on both of those until T have an 
opportunity to read it. [11] 
ee &  & 

Trial Examiner Batten: J think we are ready to 
proceed. 

This morning counsel for the respondent moved 
for a continuance based upon the issues that have 
arisen due to the amended charges and the second 
amended complaint. I have reviewed the formal 
papers and their motion is denied. 

Then. I believe vour second matter was not in 
the form of a motion, but was an objection to pro- 
ceeding practically upon the same basis. Is that 
correct, Mr. Cannon ? 

Mr. Cannon: It 1s upon that basis and also upon 
the additional hasis that matters that have hereto- 
fore been adjudicated by the Board covered the 
same issues. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Of course, that would 
be denied, very definitely. If that is true, of course, 
that would be a matter of defense, and as I see it, 
it is affirmative defense and not a matter for dis- 
missing upon motion. I suppose vou are referring 
to the other proceeding ? 

Mr. Cannon: Yes. 

Trial Examiner Batten: That is denied. [26] 


Ge Ga tae tes 


Mr. Ryan: Mr. Examiner, I do not believe 1 
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have as yet [31] offered the formal papers in this 
proceeding, and T now do so offer them. T offer the 
formal papers which have been heretofore marked 
for identification as Board’s Exhibit 1-A through 
1-Y, inclusive, as Board’s Exlubits L-A through 
1-Y inclusive. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Is there any objection ? 

Mr. Cannon: No objections other than originally 
stated in my answer and motion. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Those objections will 
stand. 

Mr. Cannon: Then there is no objection. 

Trial Examiner Batten: They will be received 
as Board’s Exhibits 1-A through Y, and that in- 
cludes the answer, which will be amended by Mon- 
day, is that correct® 

Mr, Cannons | hat is comect, 

Trial Examiner Batten: They may he received. 


(The documents heretofore marked as 
Board’s Exhibits Nos. 1-A through 1-Y, for 
identification, were received in evidence.) [32] 

Ge SS BP fay 


Mr. Ryan: I am proposing a stipulation as fol- 
lows: That Cannon Manufacturing Corporation is 
a California corporation, and James H. Cannon is 
an individual doing business as Cannon Electric 
Development Company, and that the two organiza- 
tions which I have just mentioned are engaged in 
the manufacture of cable connections and electrical 
specialties at a plant in Los Angeles, California. 

Mr. Cannon: We will stipulate that, except that 
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the Cannon Electric Development Company does 
not do any manufacturing. It engineers and designs 
equipment. 

Mr. Ryan: I will agree to that amendment. That 
during the calendar year ending December 31, 1944, 
the company purchased materials in excess of the 
amount of $3,000,000.00. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Where vou talk of the 
company 

Mr. Rvan: I am speaking now of the two com- 
panies I have just mentioned, the Cannon Manu- 
facturing Corporation and James H. Cannon doing 
business as Cannon Electric Development Company. 

Trial Examiner Batten: You are speaking now 


of the respondents jointly? 

Mr. Ryan: I am speaking of the respondents 
jointly. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Let’s have this under- 
standing now so that it will be clear in the record. 
When you speak of the corporation, you are speak- 
ine of the Cannon Manufacturing Corporation. 
When vou speak of the company, you are speaking 
of the Cannon Electric Development Company, and 
when vou speak of them jointly, you will call them 
respondents. Then the record will be clear and any- 
one else reading it will understand it. 

My. Ryan: That certain materials were pur- 
chased for use in the plant of the respondents and 
that approximately $500,000.00 worth of said pur- 
chases were obtained from points outside the State 
of California. 

Mr. Cannon: Just a moment. The purchases that 
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you speak about, Ma. Ryan, were purchased outside 
the State of California by the Cannon Manufactur- 
ing Corporation, not by Cannon Electric Develop- 
ment Company. 

Mr. Ryan: All right. I will accept that amend- 
ment. That durme the same period, that is the 
calendar vear ending December 31, 1944, the re- 
spondent had gross sales of approximately $11.- 
000,000.00, and approximately 85 per cent of those 
sales were made to aircraft companies having con- 
tracts with the United States Government. [34] 

Mr. Cannon: We will stipulate that the corpe- 
ration had sales in excess of $11,000.000.00 during 
that period, but thev were not sold outside the 
State of Cahforma by the manufacturing corpo- 
Pron: 

Mr. James H. Cannon: ‘The corporation did not 
have that much sales and it sold nothing outside of 
California. The company is a contracting agency 
and a considerable portion was sold that way, and 
the corporation didn’t sell anything except to the 
Cannon Electric Development Company. 

Trial Examiner Batten: As I understand this; 
everything which the corporation manufactures it 
sells to the development company. 

Mr. James H. Cannon: For that duration period. 

Trial Examiner Batten: And the development 
company is the one who makes the deliveries. 

Mr. James H. Cannon: It does the delivering 
and the contracting and the collecting and the ad- 
vertising and the engineering. 

Trial Examiner Batten: In other words, the 
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company is the one that is responsible for making 
deliveries. 

Mr. James H. Cannon: That is right, and they 
ship and hill. They are the creative end of the unit. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Whatever amount is 
sold by the corporation is sold through the com- 
pany, and the company in turn sold 85 per cent to 
the United States Government or its [35] agencies ? 

Mr. James H. Cannon: Well, indirectly, yes. 
The direct government sales do not exceed 15 per 
cent, but the others are indirect, like to the airveraft 
companies. 

Trial Examiner Batten: In other words, the bal- 
ance of 70 per cent was sold to the aircraft in- 
dustry ? 

Mr. James H. Cannon: Yes, and a large part of 
it in California. 

Trial Examiner Batten: A large part in Cali- 
fornia. 

My. James H. Cannon: I wouldn’t say the ma- 
jority, but a considerable proportion. 

Trial Examiner Batten: By the company? 

Mr. James H. Cannon: That is right. 

Trial Examiner Batten: And the company pur- 
chased all of its products from the corporation? 

Mae James H. Cannon: That’s rignt. 

Mr. Rvan: Mr. Cannon made one statement that 
the total sales were not in the amount of $11.000.- 
000.00 for that period. Could vou estimate what it 
was. approximately ? 

Mr. James H. Cannon: Well, by the corporation, 
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T don't think so. T haven't got those figures before 
mie, 

Trial Examiner Batten: Roughly, in excess of 
what amount, in excess of $10,000,000.00 or $6.000,- 
000.00 or $5,000,000.00, or what can you say in 
excess of ? 

Mi. James H. Cannon: L weuld ‘Say around 
$7,000,000.00, [36] a little over. It runs about 30 per 
cent less than the corporation. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Jn other words in ex- 
cess of $7,000,000.00. 

Mr. James H. Cannon: Well, that would he 
pretty close. That would be all right. 

Mr. Ryan: ITs the stipulation satisfactory now, 
sir? 

Mr. Cannon: As modified, it is all mght. We so 
stipulate. 

Mr. Ryan: As I understand it, the respondents 
do not contest the jurisdiction of the Board in this 
case ? 

Mr. Cannon: We will in view of the showing 
that has just been made, we will contest the juris- 
diction, that is, as far as the corporation is con- 
cerned. 

Trial Examimer Batten: You admit that the 
company, then, is engaged in commerce within the 
meaning of the Act? 

Mr. Cannon: Yes. 

Trial Examiner Batten: But as far as the cor- 
poration is concerned, you contest the jurisdiction 
of the Board; is that correct ? 

My. Cannon: Yes. I realize that is sliehth <i 
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ferent than my understanding with Mr. Ryan this 
morning, because [ did not fully understand the 
facts this morning. I don’t want you to think I 
am repudiating anything I agreed to this morning, 
and if it has caused any embarrassment o1 delay, 
[37] I will be glad to compensate in some way, if 
we can. It was a misunderstanding. 

Mr. Ryan: I understand. At this time I would 
like to call Mr. James Cannon to the witness stand, 
please. 


JAMES H. CANNON, 
called as a witness by and on behalf of the National 
Labor Relations Board, being first duly sworn, was 
examined and testified as follows: 


Direct Examination 

Q@. (By Mr. Ryan): Will you state your full 
name, please, Mr. Cannon? 

A. James H. Cannon. 

@. What is your address? 

A. IJ use the business address of the plant, 3209 
Humboldt, or Box 75, Station A, Los Angeles. That 
is where I receive my mail through the Station. 

Q. Mr. Cannon, you are associated, are vou not, 
with the Cannon Manufacturing Corporation, and 
also the Cannon Electric Development Company, 
which are involved in this proceeding? 

A. Yes, sir, I own the latter as a sole proprietor- 
ship, and I am president of the former. 

Q. Of the corporation? A. That’s right. 

Q. How long have you held such a position? 

A. Well, I created the business in 1915 under 
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(‘Testimony of James TH. Cannon.) 

the name of [38] Cannon Electric Development 
Conmpany, and by 1918 T was beautifully broke. but 
I developed some new product and in 1920 [ incor- 
porated to protect $5,500.00, invested by outside 
stockholders. It is 30 vears this month. 

Q. That is smce you originally went into the 
business, 1s that meht? 

A. Dad is*richt, yes. 

Q. With respect to the Cannon Electric Develop- 
ment Company, I understand vou operate that as 
an individual, is that mght? A. Yes. 

Q. When did that organization come into exist- 
ence, approximately ? 

A. Cannon Electric Development Company came 
in in 1915 and operated as such until 1920, at which 
time we incorporated. 

Q. But I am talking about the Cannon Elecirie 
Development Company. 

A. That was the original name; for five years 14 
was unincorporated, and then we were incorporated 
in 1920 and still are, but we changed the name in 
1939: of the corporuion. 

Q. You changed it to Cannon Manufacturing 
Corporation ? A. hat is meh 

Q. But vou still continued the organization 
known as Cannon Electric Development Company, 
also? 

A. TI filed and registered a fictitious firm name 
ue tits | 30] tine. 

Trial Examiner Batten: On what date was that 


Sc a et: 
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(‘Testimony of James H. Cannon.) 

The Witness: April, 1939, would be near enough, 
because we were delayed there waiting for the tax 
auditors to get a final closing statement so we could 
start out. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Mr. Cannon, the plant 
which was operated by Cannon Manufacturing Cor- 
poration is located at 3209 Hinnboldt Street? 

A. That is at 3209 Humboldt Street, that is the 
number 2 plant. Then we have the old plant across 
from the Santa Fe at 420 West Avenue 33rd. 

Q. And both of these companies, the corpora- 
tion and the Cannon Electric Development Com- 
pany, do their business in that plant, is that right ? 

A. We do that from a central office, yes, from 
the Humboldt Street address. 

Q. Will you briefly describe for us the physical 
setup of [40] the plant, whether it is in one build- 
ing or two buildings, and their relative location to 
one another, their size, and so forth? 

A. ‘There are two buildings, you might eall them. 
Plant 1 had abont 14 additions before we built 
Plant 2, and I don’t know how many additions 
there were on Plant 2, but it is about like a shanty 
town. We had to keep expanding to meet the war 
requirements, but for general purposes there are 
two buildings now. It is all partially consolidated 
as far as the extensions are concerned. 

Q. Are they referred to as two buildings ? 

ee Yes. We call them Plant 1 and Plant 2. 


Be BS ey 


@. (By Mr. Ryan): For how long a period 
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(Testimony of James TH. Cannon.) 
have vou been operating with the physical facilities 
that you now have, that is, Plant 1 and. Plant2¥ 

A. Plant 2, well, T authorized the starting of the 
construction of that m the latter part of June, 1940. 
We moved our machinery into the new plant in 
October, and we moved the office in December of 
1940. So it was fully occupied as far as executive 
action was concerned, by December, 1940. [41] 

Q. As I understand it, then, the offices of the 
organization are in Plant 2. is that correct? 

A. General office, ves. for both units. [42] 

Q. Mr. Cannon, I wonder if vou would give us 
a little clearer picture as to the functioning rela- 
tionship between the Cannon Manufacturing Corpo- 
vation and Cannon Electric Development Company. 

A. That is one thing that gave me an aaving 
headache because at one time [ separated them, 
which was not realizable on account of the war de- 
velopments. J had in mind letting the [47] em- 
plovees participate in the operations, and I knew 
from my own point of view that if we would come 
m at the end of the vear and say that we Nag 
$150,000.00 development expenses in some ambigu- 
ous sink hole out here and take that out of the 
operating profit, if there was that much left, they 
wouldn't have any faith in it, so I separated them: 
I took the designing and creative work and the engi- 
neerme and the sales contact and advertising from 
the actual manufactuning which we could pin down 
to a real basis of fact, and that is where I had im 
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(‘Testimony of James IT. Cannon.) 

mind letting the employees in on the manufactur- 
ing, which wouldn’t have any ambiguous costs and 
then they could participate accordingly, but before 
IT could carry out my plans the war hit us. In fact, 
before the war hit, Lockheed got an order from 
England for 200 planes, which was the bigeest pro- 
duction order we had had yet, and then they started 
to zoom in, and then the preparedness campaign 
started, and finally the war itself, and we were just 
swept off our feet. We made a phenomenal record 
because we didn’t get one cent of federal financing 
or private bank financing. I have had chances to 
sell out time and time again and retire, but T have 
tried to preserve that organization to take care of 
the employees of the company and keep them to- 
gether. [48] 

“ee 

Q. As I understand it, then, the manufacturing 
operations are cared on by the Cannon Manu- 
facturing Corporation and the engmeering and de- 
velopment, experimentation and so on, that is all 
earried on hy the company ? 

A. We had a selling unit, and the manufactur- 
ing corporation was supported by more than 60 
subcontractors during the Ingh pressure period 
clear to the Atlantic Coast. We make everything 
that we use with the exception of phenolic mold- 
ings, but there was so much that we couldn’t do it 
all ourselves. We have one of the finest tool rooms 
min the West, but we had to let out dies in the East. 
We had hard luck there. There was only one of 
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(Testimony of James El. Canton.) 

them, a company in Chicago, that delivered us any- 
{hme that was satisfactory, but we had to sublet 
lots of parts, millions of contacts. and the like. We 
use our own automatic serew machines largely for 
makime the jobs that the subcontractors don’t want, 
and the limited uns and special items. 


Q. Ma. Cannon. in addition to the operations 
that are carmed on by the Cannon Manufacturing 
Corporation and those that you have enumerated for 
the Cannon Electric Development Conipany there is 
also a selling operation that is carried on [49] bv 
Cannon Electric Development Company. isn’t that 
Tele? 

A. You must not call if sellmge. We don't do 
that in view of the Treasury Department. It is engi- 
neering contacts. The sales agents work on a strictly 
commission basis which was passed upon by the 
Yenegotiation Board and they are very essential 
because they cover the aireraft activities m thei 
area, determine their needs, correct their troubles. 
and keep in touch with the factory to supply them 
with services and develop new products to meet the 
requirements. It 1s not a selling proposition because 
vou don't have to sell anything. 

@. But L mean, Mo: Cannon. tliat (ieee 
transaction of the sale is carried on by the Cannon 
Mlectric Development Company. 

A. All of the sales are by the Cannon Electric 
Development Company. 


Q. And the products which are sold are those 
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(Testimony of James EH. Cannon.) 
which are produced by the Cannon Manufacturing 
Corporation, is that right? 

A. The development company for the duration 
is absorbing everything which Cannon Manufactur- 
ing Corporation manufactures, and also everything 
that the subcontractors make for the manufacturing 
corporation. [50 | 
ek Ok Oe 

Trial Examiner Batten: The subcontractors deal 
entirely with the corporation ? 

The Witness: ‘That’s right. All the subcontracts 
are through the corporation. We have a fixed value 
when the article is completed because the subcon- 
tracts, with the exception of the phenolic moldings, 
are merely a duplication of what we make our- 
selves, but we have to have more of them. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Approximately how many 
employees do you have in your entire operation of 
the Cannon Manufacturing Corporation at the 
present time? 
en eC 

A. Our controller broke down in December and 
was only back a few days in January, and I am 
drifting along aimlessly, and I myself nearly died 
in March, operated on in December, and so some 
of those figures are up in the air. I would say in 
round numbers we have close to 1500 emplovees 
between the two companies. 

Q. 1500 emplovees? [51] 

A. We reached 2121 at one time. 

Mr. Cannon: I will state to the Examiner and 
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Mr. Ryan that we will furnish the information as 
ie that later 

The Witness: IT can get them, and when T do 
we will submit them exactly. Practically all of the 
people involved here are emplovees of the corpo- 
ration. 

Q. (By Ma. Ryan): Of the manifatramne 
corporation ? 

A. Of the manufacturing corporation, they were 
emploveed by the corporation, yes, because there 1s 
part of the company employees that are not wnion- 
17d wate: 

Q. Employees of the Cannon Electric Develop- 
ment Company would not be engaged im the produc- 
tion or maintenance work in the plant? 

A. No productive work whatsoever. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Can von tell us roughly, 
Mix. Cannon, approximately how many employees 
there ave in the development company, I mean just 
roughly. 

Mr. Wilcox: 1300, approximately. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Now, Mi. Cannon, yvomare 
the active [52] representative of these two com- 
panies involved here, the corporation and the de- 
velopment company. 

A. President of one and owner of the other. 

@. And you take an active part in the manage- 
ment of those two compames ? 

A. 1 designed everything we ever built until we 
added a few more contacts and plugs and things 
like that. 
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Q. Jn the handling of the labor relations for the 
past many years, you have had considerable direct 
contact with those problems, also ? 

A. No so much as you might anticipate. T knew 
much more about the business, because in a one- 
horse business like mine was, 4000 per cent increase 
in four years, you are not gome to do much con- 
tacting anywhere except to try to hold the organiza- 
tion together and keep out of the hands of the 
investment bankers and the sharks. 

Q. During your career as owner and operator 
of these businesses, when was the first time that a 
labor organization came into the plant and requested 
that they be recognized as the representative of anv 
of the employees of Cannon Manufacturing Corpo- 
ration or Cannon Electric Development Company ? 

A. At the time they came in, it was all one unit 
known as Cannon Electric Development Company, 
which is an incorporated unit, and as near as J 
eould guess at it without referring [53] to the re- 
eord, it would be about 737. 

Q. 1937? 

A. Yes, and that was the A. F. of L. 

Q. Was that the International Brotherhood of 
Electrical Workers? A. That’s right. 

OAL. of L.? 

A. That’s right. A. F. of L. had always been 
friendly to me. We run a jack of all trades shop, 
and they were trade unions, and we had always had 
fair consideration from then even with the hard- 
boiled Electiieal bunch that they have got at the 
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studios. | was making all of the Electric Products 
Company spothghts and they compromised for us 
to make the lamp and the others the socket and 
they would pass it. They have always played fair 
with me and they apologized for coming in to orga- 
nize us. [54] 

Q. Now, Mr. Cannon, do you recall that in 1937, 
after the International Brotherhood of Electrical 
Workers did come into your shop and make claims 
to represent vour employees, that they filed charges 
against your company with the National Labor Re- 
lations Board. A. The Electrical Umon? 

Nit. Cannon: Was that 1937 

The Witness: No, sir, I don’t recall that. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): The International Brother- 
hood of Electrical Workers? 

A. Well, all I know is that they said they were 
out there organizing because the C.1.0. was grab- 
bing everything in sight and they were doing it in 
self defense. and we had a verbal agreement. which 
was later changed by Washington who [55] insisted 
on written agreements because there was too much 
dispute over verbal agreements, and the last I heard 
af the Electrical Union. Eleonin. one of their orga- 
nizers came around and grinned and said, “*I only 
eot six members left paying dues.” and the next 
thing 1 knew they were all Machinists. I can't re- 
call any correspondence with the Machinists. I used 
to scrap with their organizer a good deal over the 
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desk, but there was no hard feelings. We finally 
had a written contract with them. [56] 

* &£ % 

Q. (By My. Ryan): Mr. Cannon, going now to 
the year 1938, the International Association of Ma- 
chinists came into your plant in the year 1938, isn't 
that right? [58] 

A. That’s right. All of a sudden, one died out 
and the other sprung up. 

@. They more or less succeeded the Interna- 
tional Brotherhood of Electrical Workers in your 
rant, is that it? 

A. Yes, and some of my oldest employees took 
very devoutly to the cause there. 
coe a iG 

Mr. Ryan: My. Reporter, will you please mark 
for identification as Board’s Exhibit 2 this docu- 
ment? [59] 


(The document referred to was marked as 
Board’s Exhibit No. 2, for identification.) 


Mr. Ryan: I have had marked for identification 
Board’s Exhibit 2 a letter purportedly on the letter- 
head stationery of Cannon Ilectrie Development 
Company, Inc., under date of April 27, 1938, ad- 
dressed to the International Association of Ma- 
ehinists, Labor Temple, Los Angeles, California, 
purporting to bear the signature of James H. Can- 
non, Cannon Electric Company, and I now show it 
to counsel (handing document to Mr. Cannon.) 

@. (By Mr. Ryan): Mr. Cannon, I show you 
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Board’s Exhibit 2 for identification and ask you 
to look it over and tell me whether or not that is a 
copy of a letter which vou addressed to the Inter- 
national Association of Machinists (handing docu- 
ment to witness.) A. It is. [60] 
GP Ge EG ae 

Mi. Ryan: Mar. Reporter, will vou please mark 
this document as Board’s Exhibit 3-A for identifi- 
eation and this one 3-B for identification ? 


(The documents referred to were marked as 
Board’s Exhibits Nos. 3-A and 3-B for identi- 
fication. ) 


Mr. Ryan: T have had marked for identification 
as Board’s 3-A what purports to be a copy of a let- 
ter addressed to Mr. James H. Cannon, President, 
Cannon Electric Development Company, under date 
of May 6, 1938, from John Queen. business agent, 
and I show it to counsel now. T have also [61] had 
marked as Board’s Exhibit 3-B for identification 
a letter purportedly on the stationery of the Can- 
non Eleetrie Development Company under date of 
May 11, 1938, addressed to Mr. John R. Queen, 
business agent of the International Association of 
Machinists, purporting to bear the signature of 
James H. Cannon, and I might say it appears to 
be a stamped signature of James H. Cannon (hand- 
ing documents to Mr. Cannon.) 

Re eS ay 

Q. (By Mv. Ryan): I now show vou Board's 
Exhibits 3-A and 3-B for identification to you, Mr. 
Cannon, for your examination, and ask you to look 


a ~ 
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at Board’s Exhibit 3-A for identification, and will 
you look at both of them together, it doesn’t make 
any difference. Have you read Exhibit 3-A? 

A. J don’t have to read the text. That is my 
signature. I don’t question it for a second. 

Q. With respect to Board’s Exhibit 3-A for 
identification, that would appear to be a copy of the 
letter to which you referred in your letter? 

A. Exhibit A is dated May 6 and mine is may 
Lith. [62] 

Q. But you refer to a previous letter. 

A. Yes, I refer to a previous communication. 

Q. It says, ‘‘Your favor of May 6.” 

A. The Board is very cooperative. We couldn't 
eet any more money for our product. 

Mr. Ryan: I now offer Board’s Exhibit 2 for 
identification, Board’s Exhibit 3-A and 3-B for 

Trial Examiner Batten: Board’s ExInbits 2, 
3-A and 3-B respectively. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Js there any objection 
to these? 

The Witness: Oh, no. 

Mr. Cannon: No. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Board’s Exhibit 2, 3-A 
and 3-B will be received. 

(The documents heretofore marked as 
Board’s Exhibits Nos. 2, 3-A and 3-B, for iden- 
tification, were received in evidence.) 

[Printer’s Note:] Board’s Exhibits Nos. 2, 
3-A and 3-B are set out in full at pages 636 to 645 
of this printed Record. 
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The Witness: Mor. Examiner. may I ask a ques- 
tion here? T was asked about a meeting with the 
Labor board. We never had one that T can reeall 
during the Electrical activities [63] there, but they 
did have one with the Machinists Union and Queen 
was rather Irishy, and 1 used to scrap with him 
violently, but there was nothing more than over- 
the-counter about it. although J understand the 
union threw him out over that. 

Trial Exammer Batten: I don’t think counsel 
asked vou if vou had any meetings with the Board. 

The Witness: He wrote an agreement. that 
would have given them the whole thing. 

Trial Kxaminer Batten: 1 don’t low as fae 
are concerned with that. 

The Witness: That is what the hearing was for 
and we agreed to certain things. and then he came 
hack and put in all those old things. We finally 
signed an agreement and that was what we agreed 
to, but we did have that one hearing with them and 
that T recall very distinetly. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): That is a conference that 
vou are referring to, 1s 1t. before the Labor Board ? 

A. Yes, if was a conference to agree on some- 
thing. It was not a hearing. [64] 

Q. Mr. Cannon, can you recall now the tem of 
the agreement that vou entered into with the T.A.M. 
Naelk in LOSS? 
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A. It was self-continuing from year to year un- 
less we gave 30 days notice. Either party could give 
30 days notice. 

Q@. Was that ever formally cancelled? 

A. No. That is one reason why I resented the 
intrusion out there. 

Q. However, the A. F. of I., the I.A.M., did not 
continue to be active under that contract, is that 
right ? A. They were active. 

Mr. Cannon: Just a minute. I object to that as 
calling for a conclusion. 

Trial Examiner Batten: JI think it is a conclu- 
sion. What mav be active to the witness may not he 
so to anybody else. [66] IJ think what we had better 
do is have the facts as to what was said and done 
during this period and let me decide whether or not 
thev were active. 

@. (By Mr. Ryan): Mz. Cannon, during the 
years 1939 and then up through 1940, was there anv 
company of the International Association of Ma- 
chinists that took up grievances for the employees 


in your shop regularly ? A. No. 
Q. What I mean by ‘“regularly’’ is from week 
to week. 


A. No. I treated the crew so well that they all 
quit paying dues. 

Q. About when would you say that period 
began ? 

A. I knew there were very few left. but I 
thought there would be a couple of tool makers for 
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seH-protection. T only got it verbally, but T under- 
stood there was practically none paying dues. 

Q. When did that information come to your at- 
tention, about how Jong had the contract been in 
existence when you learned that? 

A. Let’s see. This was signed in—this was the 
Machinist contract. The Electrical was about a year 
earlier, I think. [67] 
ap Ue ee eo 

The Witness: This says 1938, and I don’t know 
what date. That was a self-continuing contract un- 
less one or the other served 30 days’ notice, but 
they weren’t functioning, and I wanted some repre- 
sentation in the shop, see, for the simple reason 
that there were abuses down there on the part of 
some employees making sacred cows out of some. 
I wanted the employees to take care of themselves 
on that and iron those things out. [68] 


ap Gy fay ae 


Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Mr. Cannon, with respect 
to the contract entered into with the International 
Association of Machinists, there was only one con- 
tract entered into, isn’t that right? 

A. As far as I know. 

@. There were no renewals? 

A. Because they were self-continuing. 

Q. But you stated before it came to your atten- 
tion that they had all ceased paying dues or had 
become inactive somewhere along the line after the 
contract was executed. A. Mes: 
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Q. Could you estimate approximately how long 
after it was? [69] 

A. Qh, there was a gradual tapering: off. I had 
an ambition to build an ideal labor setup. [I wanted 
to create a special shop where we paid a premium 
wage and where we would pay twice as much and 
have half the number of employees. It went out of 
our hands and we couldn’t do anything about that, 
but I did offer a lot of benefits there, like a baby 
bonus, paying on the installment plan, and | guess we 
paid for a young army already. We paid $50.00 
each. I guess the treatment I gave them was such 
that they were wondering what they were paying 
dues for. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Well, M1. Cannon, the 
question is if you know approximately the date on 
which the employees ceased paying dues. 

The Witness: No, I have no knowledge. It was 
tapering off and I didn’t know until I was told 
after the C. E. A. election. I didn’t know that 
except from hearsay. 

@. (by Mr. Ryan): Do you recall along in the 
early part of 1941 that the United Electrical Radio 
& Machine Workers of America, C.I.O., started a 
drive to try to organize in your plant? 

A. Very emphatically, yes. 

Q. And also an employee organization known as 
the Cannon Employees Association began orga- 
nizing around the early part of 1941, do you reeall 
that? 

A. The C.I.O. compaign lasted, as nearly as I 
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can reeall, [70] nearly eight months, while they 
were serenading im there. 

Q. - am talking about when they began orea- 
nizing. 

A. I don’t know actually, but the employees got 
together at the beginning of the C.E.A., I can tell 
vou that. But I couldn’t tell you just when it was. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Was it in 1941 that 
the Cannon Employees Association started their 
activities ? 

The Witness: Undoubtedly, because we moved 
completely by December, 1940, and the C.L.O. 
started in on us just after we had more than 
doubled our emplovee roll and took in people, oh, 
nondescript people from all sources. That is where 
we made an awful mistake, when we took them in. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): When you went ower To 
Plant No. 2, when you expanded into the new plant, 
Plant No. 2, about when was that? 

A. The machines were moved in October. We 
moved them in one night, and in December the shop 
was moved. 

@. In 1940? 

A. In 1940, the shop was started full. 

Q. It was within a short time after thar ‘ie 
your employee rolls had expanded greatly? 

A. I would say we more than doubled in four 
months. 

Q. It was during that great expansion period 
that this union activity started ¢ 

A. J hived them by the color of their eyes, ap- 
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parently, [71] and we got the plant full of orga- 
nizers and our troubles really began then. 

Q. Do you recall an organization or committee 
plan which began coming into existence about the 
month of May, 1941 known as 

A. Contact Committee? 

Q. Contact Committee, yes. 

A. I reeall that very distinctly because I felt 
that the A. F. of L. was not functioning and new 


laws were being passed and I wanted an employer 
representation, so | advocated their forming com- 
mittees to make contact with management, people 
of thei own selection, and I was informed later 
that it was not in complhance with the existing law 
to do so. I don’t know that they ever got very well 
started before the C.K.A. came in. IT think that is 
evidenced by a letter which I have. 

Mr. Ryan: My. Reporter, will you mark this 
document as Board’s Exhibit No. 5 for identifi- 
cation ? 


(The document referred to was marked as 
Board’s Exhibit No. 5 fox identification.) [72] 

Go tap ay Ay 
Mr. Ryan: Board’s Exhibit 5 for identification 
purports to be a notice to employees of Cannon 
Electric Development Company and Cannon Manu- 
facturing Corporation from James H. Cannon, 
dated May 20, 1941. I will show it to you, Mr. 
Cannon, and I might ask counsel if you are in a 
position to know that this is a genuine document 
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without the witness identifying it. (Handing docu- 
ment to counsel.) 

Mr. Cannon: It is one published by him. 

Q. CBy Mr. Ryan): I wall show it te the wire 
ness. Those are [73] just copies, Mr. Cannon (hand- 
ing document to witness.) 

A. There is no signature. 

Mr. Cannon: On the reverse side there is a sig- 
ature: 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): On the reverse side (indi- 
cata). 

A. Yes, we issued quite a group of these things. 

Q. This was issued to your employees about the 
date that the document bears, is that mght, May 
20, 1941? 

A. Well, they were issued over a long period of 
time. It was made for the purpose of just passing 
out Information from time to time. 

Q. I have reference to this particulary document 
that came out. 

A. Well, I would have to look at the dates. That 
is my own handwriting. It is dated May 20, 1941. 

Trial Kxaminer Batten: That would be about 
the date it was issued, then, is that correct, Mr. 
Cannon ? 

The Witness: Yes, that 1s the date, within a day 
Or SO. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Approximately ? 

The Witness: We had to run these through the 
machine and they might have been delayed 48 hours 
ov something hke that. 
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Q. (By Mr. Ryan): And copies of that docu- 
ment were issued to the employees and posted on 
the company’s bulletin boards, too, is that meht? 

A. I don’t know about the posting, but we ordi- 
narily passed [74] them—if we had the time card 
boxes at that time, which JI don’t recall, we would 
hand them to them as they went out, and we had a 
stack of them at the entrance. Some of them would 
tear them up and throw them in a ditch, and some 
would take them home. 

Mr. Ryan: Mr. Reporter, will you mark this 
document as Board’s Exhibit 6? 


(The document referred to was marked ¢ 
Board’s Exhibit No. 6, for identification.) “aan 


ee Ge 


(The document heretofore referred to as 
Board’s Exhibit No. 5, for identification, was 
received in evidence.) 


| Printer’s Note:] Board’s Exhibit No. 5 is set 
out in full at page 647 of this printed Record. 


My. Ryan: J have had marked as Boatrd’s Ex- 
hibit 6 for identification what reports to be a bulle- 
tin to the employees of the Cannon Electric Devel- 
opment Company and Cannon Manufacturing Cor- 
poration under date of June 11, 1941, addressed: 
“Dear folks:’’ and bearing what appears to be a 
stamped signature of Mr. James H. Cannon. and 
I now show it to counsel (handing document to 
My. Cannon). 
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The Witness: That might be a mimeograph. It 
looks like that. The other are multilithed. [76] 

Q. (Br' Mr. ivan): ‘ME. Cannon, [stom vam 
what bas been marked as Board’s Exhibit 6 for 
identification and ask vou what that document pur- 
ports to be (handing document to witness). 

A. Yes, without reading the entire text, I would 
say that is my original all right, on that. That is the 
Contact Committee which is not functioning. 

Q. First of all, Mr. Cannon, was this a bulletin 
—hy ‘this’? T mean Board’s Exhibit 6—was this a 
bulletin which was issued to the employees on or 
about that date? 

A. Yes, it was mimeographed. 

Q. And it was delivered to your employees about 
the time of the date which is on the document, 
July 11, 1941, is that right? A. Yes. 

Mr. Ryan: Mr. Reporter, will you mark this 
document, please, as Board’s Exhibit 7 for identi- 
fication ? 


(The document referred to was marked as 
Board’s Exhibit No. 7, for identification.) 


Mr. Ryan: I offer this in evidence as Board's 


exhibit 6, and there is a copy theran| 77 | 


(The document referred to was marked as 
Board’s Exhibit No. 6, and was Teecived ii 
evidence. ) 

[Printer’s Note:] Board's Exhibit No. 6 1s set 
out in full at page 655 of this printed Record. 
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Mr. Ryan: I have had marked as Board’s Ex- 
hibit 7 a document entitled ‘‘ Plans and Objectives,” 
and I show it to counsel. It has a date of June 3. 
1941, on the hack (handing document to Mi. Can- 
non). 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Mz. Cannon, I show you 
this document which has been marked for identifi- 
cation as Board’s Exhibit 7, and ask vou if that is 
a bulletin, or a copy of a bulletin, which you issued 
to vour employees on or about June 3, 1941 Chand- 
ing document to witness) ? 

A. Yes, that is. There is no signature on it, but 
T don’t think there is any question about it. 

Mr. Cannon: IT can’t hear you. Will you keep 
vou voice up ? 

The Witness: I say there is no signature on it, 
but I don’t question its authenticity with the excep- 
tion of the marks that have been added. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): J, of course, am not asking 
that you [78] acknowledge the red marks and the 
pencil marks. 

A. No, but I would say that is what we issued, 
because it is made on a multilith and it couldn't 
be altered without evidence of the alteration. I 
would say that is authentic, yes. 

My. Ryan: I offer Board’s Exhibit 7 for identi- 
fication, in evidence as Board’s Exhibit 7, and be- 
cause of the fact that it is marked with pencil. I 
presume the Trial Examiner will order me to with- 
draw it and substitute a clean document. 

Trial Examiner Batten: I think it would be bet- 
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ter, as long as you have to have a copy made, that you 
have sufficient made, because I prefer to have these 
without marks on them. I will receive it the same as 
Board’s Exhibits 2 and 3, conditionally, and when 
the dupheates are offered, T will receive them. 


(The document heretofore marked as Board's 
Exhibit No. 7, for identification, was received 
in evidence.) 


[ Printer’s Note:] Board’s Exhibit No. 7 is set 
out in full at page 658 of this printed Record. 


Mr. Rvan: J have had marked for identification 
as Board’s Exhibit 8 a document entitled ** Em- 
plovees’’ under date [79] of June 8, 1941, and ap- 
parently bearing the stamped signature of My. 
James H. Cannon, and I have had marked as Board's 
Exhibit 9 for identification, a document entitled 
‘*Contact Committee Report,’? under date of June 
23, 1941, and on the second page of that document 
there is apparently what appears to be the stamped 
signature of James H. Cannon and one of H. LL. 
Caffarel, chairman of the Contact Committee. I will 
show them to counsel. I might also state with re- 
spect to Board’s Exhibit 8, for identification, that 
attached thereto, in addition to being a 2-page docu- 
ment, is a posteard bearing the address and the 
name of Mr. James H. Cannon, Post Office Box 75, 
Station A, Los Angeles, California, Mi. Cannon 
(handing document to Mr. Cannon). 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): IT show vou Is0ard Soi 
hibit 8, Mx. Cannon, and ask you whether or not 
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that is a document which was issued to the em- 
ployees with the attached postcard identical to the 
one that is attached there (handine document to 
witness. ) 

A. I would say that was authentic, without read- 
ing it clear through. This was an attempted stop 
eap in the problem we had to face out there with 
the expanding industry. 

Q. I show you Board’s Exhibit 9, for identifi- 
vation, and ask you whether or not that 2-page 
document was issued to the emplovees and bore 
your signature and also H. L. Caffarel’s signature, 
stamped signature, under date of June 23, 1941 
(handing document to witness). [80] 

A. This looks like it has a third page in there 
that don’t connect with the first. 
by the employees elected by the group as a whole, 


This was signed 


thanking them for the appomtment, and this one 
here would appear to be 


Q. The second page? 
A. No, this I would say would be a separate— 
well, I don’t know what it is. Let me see. 


Q. It would appear to be a joint 

A. There is no second date on it. 

Mr. Cannon: So the record will be clear, you 
are referring to the second page of Exhibit 9 for 
identification. 

The Witness: Caffarel’s signature will clear that 
up. He signed for that group, so that is all right, 
but it had me puzzled because it had a new head- 
ing here and J thought this was some auxilary 
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statement. He is merely thanking the employees for 
the election of the group which they selected to ful- 
fill the function of a group which we had trving 
to comply with the rules and regulations. 


Q. At the time that thing was issued by him, 
that letter of thanks, the second page of that docu- 
nent was joined mm by vou with respect to the 
management ? 


A. It is part of it, yes. I didn’t reads the teas 
there. 


Q. And the combined document consisted of 2 
pages which was issued to the employees on or about 
January 23, 1941, isn’t that nght? [81] 


A. And you have a third page on here which is 
a duplheate. 


Q. Tiatis just a copy: A. Yes. 


Mr. Ryan: I now offer in evidence Board's Ex- 
hibit 9, together with a copy thereof. 


Mr. Cannon: Mr. Examiner, I have no objection 
to its going in now, but I would hke to reserve the 
right on these different exhibits that are now going 
im and which were in existence prior to the last 
determination made by the Board, and which I set 
up in my answer, T would lke to reserve a motion 
to strike at the conclusion of the hearimg here. 


Trial Examiner Batten: You may reserve Tat 


riein. 
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(The document heretofore marked as Board's 
Exhibit 9, for identification, was received in 
evidence.) [82] 


Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Mr. Cannon, at about the 
time that this Contact Committe was being formed 
and the preliminary steps of getting it organized 
were being taken, do you recall that you received 
certain communications from the United Electrical 
Radio & Machine Workers of America about that 
same period ? 

A. I know that there was an awful lot of black- 
euarding bulletins that were issued. I don’t recall 
what correspondence there might have heen. 

Mr. Ryan: Mr. Reporter, will you please mark 
this document as Board’s Exhibit 10, this as Board’s 
mixhibit Jl, and this as 12, and this as 13, all for 
identification ? 


(The documents referred to were marked as 
Bomd's) Exhibits Nos. 10, 11, 12 and 13, for 


identification. ) 


Mr. Rvan: I have had marked for identification 
what purports to be a mimeographed copy of a let- 
ter addressed to United Electrical Radio & Machine 
Workers of America, under date of June 25, 1941, 
from Cannon Electric Development Company, 
James H. Cannon, President, as Board’s Exhibit 
11 for identification; that is, Board’s Exhibit 11 for 
identification purports to be a copy of a letter ad- 
dressed to Local 1421 of the United Electrical Radio 
& Machine Workers of America, C.I.0., 5851 Ave- 
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lon Boulevard, under date of July 3. 1941, from 
James H. Cannon. 

Board’s Exhibit 12 for identification purports to 
be a [83] copy of a letter addressed to Mr. James 
H. Cannon, President, Cannon Electric Develop- 
ment Company and Cannon Manufacturing Corpo- 
ration, under date of July 30, 1941, from Wilham 
H. Eleonin, international field organizer. 

Trial Examiner Batten: What date is that? 

Mr. Ryan: It is under date of July 30, 1941. 

Board’s Exhibit 13 for identification purports to 
be a copy or an original, I believe, of a letter ad- 
dressed to Mr. William H. Elconin. international 
field organizer, United Electrical Radio & Machine 
Workers of America, under date of August 7, 1941, 
on letterhead stationery of Cannon Electric Devel- 
opment Company, from James H. Cannon, Presi- 
dent, Cannon Electric Development Company and 
Cannon Manufacturing Corporation. 

T show all of these documents to counsel (handing 
documents to Mr. Cannon). 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Mr. Cannon, I show you 
what has been marked for identification as Board’s 
Exhibit 10 and what has been marked as Board's 
Exhibit 11 for identification, Board’s Exhibit 12 
for identification, and Board’s Exhibit 13 for iden- 
tication, and ask you to examine those (handing 
documents to witness). 

A. hat is correct, except for typographical 
errors which no doubt came about because of our 
changes in stenographers from time to time, and 
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that is occasionally where [84] they sign the name 
of president under my signature under the Develop- 
ment Company, and when there was no particular 
import, we let them pass rather than scratch them 
out. 

Trial Examiner Batten: ‘hat is a letter that was 
sent out? 

The Witness: Yes, and that is o. k. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Was that Ictter sent to 
anyone other than to the party to whom it is ad- 
dressed? Was it, for example, sent to the employees 
of the company ? 

A. Undoubtedly, if it is mimeographed. Other- 
wise, there would be a carbon copy unless something 
else happened. 

Trial Examiner Batten: You will have to speak 
louder. 

The Witness: Being mimeographed, it was un- 
doubtedly sent to the employees, also. Otherwise, it 
would be a carbon copy. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): You are referring, of 
course, to Board’s Exhibit 10 for identication, that 
is the first one you were looking at when vou were 
making the statement. 

A. Yes, that is right. That is a duplicate of it 
there. This is all right. I was replying to the pub- 
lished letter of theirs that they sent out, also, broad- 
east in their Exhibit 11. [85] 


ee BP 9 ED 


The Witness: 10 was possibly a reply to a letter, 
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but 11 was in reply to one that may have been a 
letter supplement. 

Q. (By Mx. Ryan): Mr. Cannon, looking amg 
Board’s Exhibit 11 for identification 

A. 1 wouldn’t have used a published letter other- 
wise. That must have been a bulletin distributed. 

Q. In addition, it was sent to Local 1421 by you. 
is that correct, on or about the date it hears? 


A. That should be it, yes. 

Q. Would vou also say that it was distributed 
to vour employees? 

A. Undoubtedly, or it wouldn't be mimeo- 
ovaphed. 

Q. With respect to Board's Exhibit 12 for iden- 
tification, did vou receive the original of that letter 
from Wilham Eleonin of the United Electrical 
Radio & Machine Workers of America about the 
date that if bears, July 30, 19417 

A. Undoubtedly, but this letter contained a mis- 
statement of facts. 

Trial Examiner Batten: The question is, did you 
receive the letter, irrespective of the contents? Do 
vou recall receiving it, Mr. Cannon? 

The Witness: J wouldn’t doubt it. but J dong 
remember. There was too much detail at that time 
for me to remember evervthing. [86] 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): When vou read the lemem 
following that, perhaps it will indicate to vou—Ex@ 
cuse me a minute. You notice in the letter following 
that, or at least what purports to be a mime 
eraphed copy of a letter prepared by vou, vou refer 
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to a letter of July 30, 1941, and the previous letter 
is dated July 30th. 

A. That is the reason I didn’t question that let- 
ter. I undoubtedly had it. 

Q. Looking at them both together, is it your re- 
collection now, and T refer now to Board’s Exhibits 
12 and 18, that you received Board’s Exhibit 12 and 
wrote Board’s Exhibit 13? 

A. That clears the point. It was themselves that 
made representation of having a majority——— 

Trial Examiner Batten: —The question now 


is 

The Witness: ‘Those letters were the ones. 

Trial Examiner Batten: ‘Those are the letters? 

The Witness: Yes. 

Mr. Ryan: JI offer Board’s Exhibits 10 through 
13 in evidence, and 10 has a copy attached to it. 
The others do not, but I will get them. 

Trial Examiner Batten: 10 will be received as 
an original and a dupheate. 11, 12 and 13 will be 
conditionally received upon receipt of the dupheates. 

(The documents heretofore marked as 
Board s Exhibits Nos. 10, 11, 12 and 13, Tor 
identification, were received in evidence.) [87] 

[Printer’s Note:] Board’s Exinbits 10 and 11 
are set out in full at pages 663 and 665 of this 
printed Record. 


29) Eas a 


Mr. Ryan: Mr. Reporter, will vou please mark 
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this document for identification as Board’s Tix- 
hibit No. 15. 
(The document referred to was marked as 
Board’s Exhibit No. 15, for identification.) 

Mr. Ryan: I have had marked as Board’s Hx 
hibit 15 for identification what purports to be a bul- 
letin to the employees of Cannon Electric Develop- 
ment Company and Cannon Manufacturing [92] 
Corporation, bearing what appears to he the 
stamped signature of James H. Cannon, and which 
appears to be a mimeographed document. 

The Witness: It is multilthed. 

Mr. Ryan: Maultihthed? 

Mr. Cannon: It is undated. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Mr. Ryaw, 1 show fig 
Board’s Exhibit 15 for identification and ask you 
if that is a bulletin which vou issued to vour em 
ployees ? 

A. This is one they didn't date, apparently. | 

Q. I notice that a copy of it, which is attached 
to it there, and looking at the copy of it now, there 
appears on the back of it the date of July 8, 19419 

A. I see that date appearing there is written by 
someone who had the photostate made, apparently 
because it was not on the original. but I don’t know . 
as it would involve anything as far as the authentic 
ity. It is just a matter of time. That is all right] 
That is my signature. 

Q. Was that bulletin by you issued to your em- ‘ 
plovees ? 

A. Yes, but I can’t verify the date. Although it 
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is inked in July 8, 1941, that is written by some- 
one else and applying to a portion, apparently. 

Q. Apait from that, do you have any recollec- 
tion as to the approximate time that you issued that 
to your employees ? 

A. I would have no way of connecting it in my 
memory, no, [93] but it is authentic, whenever it 
Was issued. 

Q. Would it have been issued sometime, would 
you say between January, 1941, and January, 1942, 
would you fix it in that period, as being within that 
year? 

A. ‘That is near enough, I think so, for practical 
purposes. It was possibly toward the middle of the 
year sometime, about the date indicated here. T 
think whoever received that wrote the date on it. 

Q. For photostatic purposes? 

A. So that would be within a short time of the 
time they received it. Is this a duplicate? 

Q. These are all copies. 

A. One is the front and back of the original and 
the other 1s a photostat. 

Mr. Ryan: I offer Board’s Exhibit 15 for iden- 
tification, in evidence as Board’s Exhibit 15. There 
are several copies attached there. I hope we ean 
find two of them that are unmarked. 

Trial Examiner Batten: My. Reporter, will you 
mark this page and the photostat, the photostat 
as the duplicate, and Board’s Exhibit 15 will be 
received, there being a duplicate there or a photo- 
stat. 
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(The document heretofore marked as 
Board’s Exhibit No. 15, for identification, was 
received in evidence. ) 


[Printer’s Note:] Board’s Exhibit No. 15 is 
set out in full at page 667 of this printed Record. 


Q. (By Mr Ryan): Moa. Cannon, in conneenag 
with this [94] Contact Committee that we have 
mentioned heretofore in your testimony, that orga- 
nization or committee representation plan, whatever 
vou want to eall it. [am referring to the employees 
contact, the Contact Committee was set up in your 
plant among the employees to be a medium for the 
handling of problems dealing with the working con- 
ditions and grievances of the employees? 

A. That would require some explanation im this 
way. Our crew had enormously expanded and T took 
the stand that I was not going to import foremen 
who were skilled, which T could have done in the 
early part of the game, before Pearl Harbor. he- 
cause it would break down the morale of my own 
men, so T employed them as foremen and they mul- 
tiplied their own incapacity by the number of peo- 
ple working under them, and there were also some 
personalities involved in the shop and some abuses 
that were bound to oecur, so this was a stop gap 
to try and give the employees representation. I 
would like to ask a question of Herb Caffarel, if 
that committee ever got functioning. 

Trial Ixaminer Batten: The question to you, 
My. Cannon, is who had the committee and what 


=I 
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was the committee supposed to do? 
tion. What was their purpose ? 


a 


hat is the ques- 


The Witness: It was supposed to do what the 
new Labor Act provided in the way of grievance 
representation and contact with the management. It 
Was principally grievance and [95] any other 
troubles they might have. 

Q. (By Mv. Ryan): Pertaining to working con- 
ditions of the employees in the plants? 

A. Working conditions and to correct abuses. 
and we have shown very predominant leadership in 
ideal surroundings out in our plant. [96] 

Trial Examiner Batten: Mr. Cannon, would it 
be a fair statement to say, generally speaking, the 
committee was to represent the employees to the 
management in any matters concerning their work- 
ing conditions and grievances? 

The Witness: That is right, because they were 
elected by the employees themselves. 

Trial Examiner Batten: So would that be a fair 
statement ? 

The Witness: Gentlemen, that is all it was sup- 
posed to do, and that was something that we needed 
bad. 
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Q. (By Mr. Ryan): In about September, 1941, 
an election was held by the National Labor Rela- 
tions Board among the employees in your plant, is 
that correct, to determine the bargaining agent ? 

A. Yes, brought about by an outlaw strike. 
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Q. First of all you had a strike, is that it. a week 
or so before the election? [97] 

A. I don't recall! the time element, but it was 
shortly before. 

Q. That strike lasted about one day, did it? 

A. One shift. 

@. And then an election by the National Labor 
Relations Board was held with the United Elec- 
trical, Radio and Machine Workers on the ballot 
and Cannon Emplovees Association on the ballot, is 
that correct? 


And no wnion. 


K 
—_ 


@. And no union on the ballot? 

A. That’s right. 

Q. There was a choice between the two or no 
union ? A. That's right. 

Q. And as a result of the election a majority of 
the votes were cast for the Emplovees Association, 
the Cannon Employees Association ? 

A. ‘TMat 1s ielt, 

Q. Thereafter the company within a matter of 
a couple of months or so entered into a contract 
with the Cannon Employees Association, is that 
wieght? A. Yes. 

Q. Covering hours and wages? 

A, I don’t recall the exact time element, but as 
soon as they were certified by the National Labor 
Relations Board. It was held up for a period. [98] 

Q. Yes. 

A. Brant agreed that that vote would be final 
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and that he appealed it to the courts, and the 
courts confirmed it, and that we sign a contract. 

Q. Anyway, within a matter of a couple of 
months or so after the election was held, a contrac- 
tual relationship began between the Cannon Kim- 
ployees Association and the Cannon Manufacturing 
Corporation, is that right? A. “Thatiés™eht: 

Q. And that was a written contract ? 

A. A written contract. 

Q. And that contractual relationship continued, 
then, thereafter, isn’t that right, continuously for 
succeeding years, IT mean from the fall of 1941 
through 1942? 

A. There were some amendments made from 
time to time in regard to adjustments, such as 
wages and the hke, and then it was contested by 
the C.I.O. a second time, which I paid no attention 
to as purely a scrap between the C.K.A. and the 
C.1.0., and the C.I.0. got beat worse the second 
time than they did the first. 

Trial Examiner Batten: What do you mean 
there was a fight, do you mean in court? 

The Witness: No. 

Trial Examiner Batten: There was another elec- 
tion ? 

The Witness: The Labor Board authorized an- 
other election. [99] That is the reason why I don't 
know why we are up here. They have done it twice 
and the courts confirmed it the first time. [100] 
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Trial Examiner Batten: In this first contract 
> 
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Was there a closed shop or maintenance of member- 
ship. or anything hke that? 

The Witness: There was a closed shop. 

Trial KMxaminer Batten: ‘Your first toentraais 
with the C.1.A.? 

The Witness: Because it was the emplovees’ 
self-clected government and no funds went outside 
and the dues were limited to one dollar. 

Trial Examiner Batten: But it requited thi 
vour emplovees become members of it, is that right ? 

The Witness: Yes. after a probationary period. 
As | stated. we did not deduct any dues except 
where we had individual signatures to do so, and 
they had to collect anything other than that. 

Mr. Rvan: M1. Reporter, will you please mark 
this document as Board’s Exhibit 17, for identifica- 
tion, and this one as Board’s Exhibit 18. for iden- 
tification. 


(Thereupon, the documents referred to were 
marked Board's Exhibit Nous. 17 “andes ace 
identification. ) 


NG. Rvan: IT hawe had marked as yboamd’s 23 
Inbit 17. for identification, what purports to be a 
copy of a letter addressed [104] to Mia. James HH. 
Cannon, Cannon Eleetric Development Company, 
under date of April 24, 1942, from Harry Bridges, 
Regional Director for the State of California, 
C.1.0., and as Board's Exhibit 18, for id@itahi¢aigom 
I have had marked what purports to be a letter ad- 
dressed to Mr. Harry Bridges. Regional Director 
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for the State of California, C.J.0O., under date of 
Mav 8, 1942, from James H. Cannon, President, 
Cannon Manufacturing Corporation. I show them 
to counsel. 


(Handing documents to Mir. Cannon.) 


Q. (By Mr. Rvan): Mr. Cannon, I show you 
what has been marked Board’s Exhibit 17, for iden- 
tification, and ask you if you ean identify that docu- 
ment as a copy of a letter received from Mr. Harry 
Bridges, of the C.I.O. (handing document to wit- 
ness. ) ? 

A. What did he enclose there? Have you a re- 
Cordmotegiat? 

Q. No, I have not. I also will submit to you, for 
vour examinatoin, Board’s Exhibit 18, for identifi- 
cation, to be considered in conjunction therewith 
(handing document to the witness). 

A. Yes, that is undoubtedly my letter, that is the 
one received from Bridges and this one represents 
a reply thereto. 

Q. In other words, Board’s Exhibit 17, for iden- 
tification, is a copy of a letter you received from 
Bridges, and Board’s Exhibit 18, for identification, 
is vour reply thereto? 

A. Yes. I don’t personally remember the word- 
ing of his [105] letter but I would take that to be 
the one that I replied to. 


Q. And the letter which you sent to him, which 
is marked Board’s Exhibit 18, for identification. 
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appears to be one of those—what do you call that 
process by which you duplieate them? 

A. Multilith. 

Q. So it isa multilith copy of the letter that vou 
sent to Bridges, 1s that mght? Pe ies: 

Q. And the letter was sent to Bridges on or 
about the date it bears? 

A. Yes, that would be within a day of somor 
the time it went out. 

Q. Is it also true that your employees were 
supphed with copies of the letter? 

A. That it right. 

My. Ryan: TIT offer Board’s Exhiit 17 and 18, for 
identification, in evidence as Board’s Exhibit 17 
and 18. [106] 
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(Thereupon, the documents — heretofore 
marked Board’s Exhibits Nos. 17 and 18, for 
identification, were received in evidence.) 

[Printer’s Note:] Board's Exhibit No. 18 is 
set out in full at page 671 of this printed Record. 

Mr. Ryan: Mz. Reporter, will you please mark 
these documents as Board’s Exhibits 19, 20, 21, 22, 
and 23, for identification. 

(Thereupon, the documents referred to were 
marked Board’s Exhibits Nos. 19, 20, 21, 22 
and 23, for identification. ) 

Mr. Ryan: T have had marked as Board’s Ex- 
hibit 19, for identification, what purports to be a 


’ 
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copy of a bulletin addressed to the employees of 
Cannon Electric Development Company and Can- 
non Manufacturing Corporation under date of May 
29, 1942, from Jim Cannon; and as Board’s Exhibit 
20, for identification, what purports to be a bulle- 
tin or message to the employees of Cannon Electric 
Development Company and Cannon Manufacturing 
Corporation under date of June 10, 1942, from Jim 
Cannon—when I say Jim Cannon, I am not speak- 
ing familiarly at all, but that is the way it is worded 
here. 

The Witness: That is all right. That is what the 
gang calls me. 

Mr. Ryan: Board’s Exhibit 21, for identification, 
isa bulletin to the employees from Jim Cannon under 
date of June 19. As Board’s Exhibit 22, for identifica- 
tion, I have had marked a bulletin to the employees 
of Cannon Manufacturing Corporation and Cannon 
Electric Development Company under date of No- 
vember 3, 1942, from Jim Cannon—I might say that 
[108] consists of four bulletins really, there are four 
pages to it, all issued at the same time. T show these 
to connsel. 

Trial Examiner Batten: What about 23? 

Mr. Ryan: Board’s Exinbit 23 is also a bulletin 
addressed to the employees from James H. Cannon 
under date of November 11, 1942. 


(Presenting documents to Mr. Cannon.) 


Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Mr. Cannon, I show vou 
what has been marked for identification as Board’s 
Exhibit 20, and ask you whether or not that is a 
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bulletin issued to your emplovees on or about June 
10, 19427? A. It is authentic, ves. 

Q. It is a document which Fou issued to vour 
employees on or about that date? 

‘4. Undoubtedlygaies. 

Q. I show you Boadd’s Exhibit 19, for identinea- 
tion, and ask vou if that is a bulletin, copies of which 
you issued to your employees, on or about the date 
it hears, May 29, 1942¥ 

A. Yes, I recall that very distinetly. 

Q. And Board’s Exhibit 21, for identification, do 
vou identify that as a bulletin which you issued to 
vour employees on or about the date it bears, June 
19, 1942? A. Ses 

Q. Board’s Exhibit 22, for identification, I show 
that to you and ask you whether or not that is a 
bulletin, copies of [109] which were issued to your 
employees on or about the date the document bears, 
that 1s, November 3, 1942 (handing document to wit- 
ness) ? A. Yes, that is mine. 

@. I show vou Board’s Exhibit 23, for identifica- 
tion, and ask you whether or not copies of that— 

A. Pardon me just a second. There is another 
clocument here. 

Q. With respect to Board’s Exhibit 22, it @on- 
sists of four bulletins— 

A. This is a copy of one of those others, isn’t it? 
‘They are mixed up there. 

Q. I should like to point out that Board’s Exhibit 
22 consists of a bulletin addressed to ‘‘Dear Gang”’ 
signed Jim Cannon, under date of November 3, 1942, 
and attached thereto is a bulletin dated May 12, 1942, 
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and under the date the words ‘‘Reprinted 11/3/42”, 
and also attached thereto is a bulletin dated May 29, 
1942, and underneath that date the words ‘‘Reprinted 
11/3/42”’, and also attached is a bulletin dated June 
19, 1942, and underneath the date the words ‘Re- 
printed 11/3/42’’, so I ask you, Mx. Cannon, if at the 
time you issued the bulletin dated November 3, 1942, 
Boar as Exhibit 22, for identification, you naga 
the bulletins which are attached thereto, reprinted 
them and reissued them ? 


A. I undoubtedly did, what that reissue date. I 
don't recall what the demand was for that. A lot of 
the employees hadn’t received them, apparently, and 
we made a reissue, and according to the date, | would 
assume I sent them out with this bulletin. 


Trial Examiner Batten: Does the document which 
is marked Board’s Fixhibit 22 refer to these other 
documents ? 


‘The Witness: I didn’t read the full text. 
Trial Examiner Batten: Do you know, Mr. Ryan? 


Mi. Ryan: I don’t recall offhand, but, as I under- 
stand it, they were all issued together. 


The Witness: No, I don’t think it does, sir, I 
think these were reissues that were asked for, and 
I merely attached them to this, which 1s apparently a 
self-contained communication. It doesn’t refer to the 
others. That was a fill-in for a shift or something that 
didn't get them. I cannot say what went with that, but 
thev were issued at the same date, apparently. 

Q@. (By Mr. Ryan): Thev were issued on the 
same date? 
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A. Yes. Thefe tight Rave been a Way oF So 
difference there. 

Mr. Rvan: T offer im evidence Board’s Exhibits 
19 through 23, for identification, in evidence as 
Board’s Exhibit 19 through 23. 

Mr. Cannon: No objection. 

Trial Exammer Batten: Board’s Exhibits 19 
through 23 will be received conditionally, then. 


(Thereupon, the documents heretofore marked 
Board’s Exhibits Nos. 19 through 23, for identi- 
fication, were received in evidence.) 


[Printer’s Note:] Board*s Exhibits Nos. 19, 
29, 23 are set out in full at pages 674, 678, 683 of 
this printed Record. 


a an 


Q. (By Mm Ryan): Mr. Cannon, after the first 
contract was entered into with the Cannon Km- 
ployees’ Association and the contract was in effect, 
it continued in effect, did it not, until some time im 
the early part of 1948 when a new contract was 
executed? [112] 

A. That contract was rewritten, but as T recall 
it, the other one had a continuance clause like the 
A. F. of L. contratt, that it carried wntil it Was 
replaced, or until it was revoked by either party on 
a thirty-days’ notice. 

Q. In the fall of 1942, which was about a year 
after the first National Labor Relations Board elec- 
tion, the C.1.0., United Electrical, Radio and Mach- 
ine Workers of America, filed a petition again with 
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the Labor Board for certification, did it not? 

A. That was the election [ paid little or no atten- 
tion to. I heard that it was pending, and I figured 
it was just a fight between the two organizations. 

Q. Well, do you reeall, though, Mr. Cannon, that 
that was a fact, that the petition was filed? 

Mr. Cannon: I will so stipulate. 

Mr. Ryan: You will so stipulate, Mr. Cannon? 

Mr. Cannon: Yes. 

Trial Examiner Batten: When was it filed? 

Mr. Cannon: The latter part of 1942. 

Mr. Ryan: I will give you the exact date. It was 
filed on September 1, 1942, according to the file. 

Mr. Cannon: I will take that statement. 

Mr. Ryan: And a hearing was held on that peti- 
tion within a few months thereafter. 

The Witness: The companies had nothing to do 
with that. [113] 

That, as I understand it, was just a dispute between 
the two unions. 

Trial Examiner Batten: The question is, do vou 
know, Mr. Cannon, whether there was a hearing? 

The Witness: No, I don’t, but I might have been 
out of the city at the time. 

Mr. Ryan: Will you stipulate, counsel, that a 
hearing was held and that the Board issued a direc- 
tion of election ? 

Mr. Cannon: That is n Case No. R-46012 

Mr. Ryan: Yes. 

My. Cannon: And the statement of the case is 
dated December 31, 1942. 

Ma. Ryan: That ts correct. 
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Mr. Cannon: JT will so stipulate. 

Mr. Ryan: And pursuant to that direction of 
election, an election was held on January 25, 1945. 
Will you stipulate to that? 

Mr. Gannon: Januaty 25, 1943, 1 wall so stipulate: 

Mr. Rvan: Between the Cannon Employees” As- 
sociation and the United Electrical, Radio and Ma- 
chine Workers, C.1.0., and no union. There was a 
choice between those two wnions and no union, and 
the majority of votes in that election were cast for 
the Cannon Employees’ Association. 

The Witness: Wes: 

Mr. Cannon: Yes. I will so stipulate, and stipu- 
late [114] that the supplemental decision and certi- 
fication of representatives issued in that case, No. 
R-4601, was dated April 12, 1948. 

Mr. Ryan: So stipulated. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Now, thereafter, after tna 
second clection which we have just mentioned, and 
the certification which we have just mentioned, also, 
the company executed another contract with the 
Jannon Employees’ Association, 1s that correct / 

A. ‘The second eontract was signed and had some 
changes. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Mt. Ryan, in the consent 
election—if you don’t have the information now, we 
will look it up—in the consent election or the election 
of January 25th, were objections filed to the election ? 

Moeslivyan: Yes. 

Q@. (by My. Ryan): The second contract which 
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was entered into with the C.E.A. and your companies, 
Mr. Cannon, was also a closed shop contract ? 

hm. WChat’s right. 

Q. With the check-off of dues, is that correct? 

iNeay eS. 

Q That contract remained in effect thereafter 
until how long, do you know, or is it still in effect? 

A. JI think there was only the two contracts. No, 
it is not in effect now, because the C.E.A. disincor- 
porated and they are [116] now non-existent. 

@. When did that occur? 

A. I would say a couple of weeks before they 
signed up with the M.E.S.A. 

Q. That is the Mechanics Educational Society of 
America ? A. Yes. 

Q. During the time of the Cannon Employees’ 
Association contract, the second contract, during its 
period you had check-off for the dues, and you turned 
over the checked off dues? 

A. No, sir, not unless we had written authoriza- 
tion. 

Q. You turned over such dues as were checked 
off to the Cannon Employees’ Association ? 

A. Yes, to the C.E.A. 

Trial Exannner Batten: Was that a closed shop 
contract ? 

The Witness: Yes. 
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a witness called by and on behalf of the Board, being 
first duly sworn, was examined and testified as fol- 
lows: 

Q. What is your occupation ? 

A. Personnel director, Cannon Manufacturing 


Jorporation. 
Q. And approximately how long have you held 
that position ? A, Approximately three years. 


Q. What, brietly, are some of your duties as per- 
sonnel director? 

A. Supervision of employment, personnel rec- 
ords, handling of labor relations to some degree, 
erievance committee, and I keep a control over wages, 
keep control of wages, transfers, promotions, demo- 
tions, and so forth. The employee functions, such as, 
well, services, I should say all employee services. 
That covers the field generally. Employee services, 
employment, wage schedules, and labor relations. 

Q. Axe the employees generally hired through 
your office, your personnel office ? A. Yes. 

Q. And when the employment of an employee is 
terminated, 1s the termination of such employee 
handled through your office, too? A. ‘ame 

Q. Mr. Wilcox, would you briefly outline for us 
the supervisory system in the plant, beginning with 
the IMghest supervision in the plant and going 
through the various grades until you get to the lowest 
erade of supervision in the plant? 

A. Yes. Speaking for the Manufacturing Cor- 
poration, Mr. James H. Cannon is president, Mh. 
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Robert Cannon is vice-president and general man- 
ager, Mr. Henry Hawkinson is general superinten- 
dent. 

Q. Is that spelled H-a-w-k-i-n-s-o-n? 

A. Yes, H-a-w-k-i-n-s-o-n. Ma. Henry Huinten- 
meyer is day superintendent and Mr. Edward Ben- 
nett 1s swing-shift superintendent, and Mr. John 
Hogan is superintendent of Plant 1. The three super- 
intendents, that is, M1. Hintenmeyer, and Hogan, 
and Bennett, are under Mr. Hawkinson as general 
superintendent. [121] 

Following them are the general foremen, and then 
the second and third shift foremen. 

Q. How many general foremen do yon have? 

A. About 20, approximately. 

Q. Twenty general foremen. And what is the geo- 
eraphie scope of the area that 1s supervised by each 
general foreman ? 

A. The general foremen, cach one has superyis- 
ory powers over his one department which he 1s 
assigned to. For instance, the assembly department 
has a general foreman, the finished castings depart- 
ment has a general foreman, and so forth. 

@. I take it when you say there are about 20 
eeneral foremen, then that means vou have about 20 
departments, is that right? 

A. Yes, production departments. 

Q. Now, the next grade of supervision lower in 
authority than the general foremen would be what? 

A. Leadmen. 

Trial Examiner Batten: How about vour shift 
foremen? 
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The Witness: The sift foremen— 

Trial Examiner Batten: Are they considered to 
be general foremen ? 

The Withess: Wes, that’s meht, thay rank igen 
the day sInft or so-called general foremen. 

Trial Examiner Batten: But you have 20 general 
foremen. [122] Does that include the shift foremen, 
the 20? 

The Witness: No, it does not. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Then, before you get to 
leadmen, vou have shift foremen, don’t you? 

The Witness: That’s right. There are six shift 
foremen at the present time. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Are they lower in the seale 
of supervisory authority than the general foremen ? 

A. As far as labor relations, they have practically 
the same powers as the general foremen, day fore- 
men, yes. 

Q. Does each of your departments have approxi- 
mately the same number of emplovees ? 

A. No. 

Q. Ox are some departments large departments 
and others small departments ? 

A. It varies considerably, ves. 

Q. What would you sav would be the approxi- 
mate size of the largest department you have? 

A. Oh, 150 people. 

@. 150 emplovees? A. Yes. 

Q. What would be the approximate number of 
employees in the smallest department ? 

A. Perhaps five. 
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Trial Examiner Batten: Pardon me, Mr. Ryan. 
In these departments where you have leadmen, they 
work under either the general foreman or the shift 
foreman, is that it? 

The Witness: Yes, sit. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Do you have any lead- 
men in the plant at all who work under the superin- 
tendent ? 

The Witness: No. They wouldn’t be called lead- 
men there. 

Trial Examiner Batten: That is, even on your 
second and third shifts, there is always, is there, a 
general foreman or [128] a shift foreman present ? 

The Witness: Either a shift foreman or depart- 
ment head, so-called. 

Trial Examiner Batten: What do you mean by a 
department head ? 

The Witness: Well, a foreman, if it is the type 
of department that is not production, or not in the 
shop, you might call him a department head. 

Trial Examiner Batten: You do have some men 
you call department heads? 

The Witness: Yes. They are in the offices or in 
those departments where we don’t function on pro- 
duction. 

Trial Examiner Batten: How about your main- 
tenance, is that under a department head ? 

The Witness: That is a foreman. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Ave your department 
heads limited entirely, then, to the office ? 

The Witness: Almost entirely, yes. 
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Trial Iixaminer Batten: Office and engineering 
employees ? 

The Witness: That is right. 

@. (By Mr. Ryan): Mr. Wilcox, prior to tire 
taking over of the position of manager of the cafe- 
teria by Mr. Palsma, there was a man named Cal 
Cannon who was the manager of the cafeteria ? 

A. Yes. 

Q. When was he manager? 

A. He was manager up to January 1, 1945. 

@. How long had he been manager of the cafe- 
teria? 

A. He was manager of the cafeteria starting with 
its Inception. 

Q. And about when was that ? 

A. I beheve it was in January, 1942, but Iam not 
absolutely sure at the moment. 

Q. And Whit wane Cal” was 

A. His name was really Edward. 

Q. Edward C. Cannon? A. Yes, 

Q. Do you know whether or not he was a relative 
of the Cannons who are owners of the company ? 

A. Well, he was a son of Mr. David H. Cannon 

Mr. Cannon: I will explain that, if “you like 
edward C. Cannon is my son, the son of David H. 
Cannon, and Tama half cousin of James H. Cannon, 
and a quarter cousin, IT guess [140] you would call 
me, of Robert Cannon. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Mr. Wilcox, just where ig 
the cafeteria located in the plant ? 
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A. The cafeteria is located at the south end of 
the plant. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Plant 1 or Plant 2? 

The Witness: It is at the south end of Plant 2. 
Tt is in a separate building. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): It is a separate building? 

A. Yes. 

Q. But itis right on the property with the second 
plant, isn’t 1t? A. Yes, it 1s om the property. 

Q. About how far do employees have to go from 
the main part of Plant 2 to get into the cafeteria? 

A. From the end of the plant it is just across the 
hall, you might say, it is just a few steps. 
e+ % & % [141] 

JAMES H. CANNON, 
a witness recalled by and on behalf of the National 
Labor Relations Board, having been previously 
duly sworn, was examined and testified further as 
follows: 
Direct Examination [147] 
Bo eS al Sip 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): My. Cannon, I show you 
Board’s Exhibit 27 for identification and ask you 
whether or not it was prepared and issued to your 
employees by you. 

A. Yes, that is right; it is undated. 

Q. There appears to be no date on it, and I was 
wondering if you could tell from the contents ap- 
proximately when you prepared it. [150] 

A. I have no way of knowing. Unfortunately, 
these were written, dated and signed, and they 
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omitted the date when they ran them through the 
machine, when they made the copy of the photo- 
eraphing. That aecounts for the off date, Tie: 
placed my signature on the copy of the photograph 
after L dictated the letter. We were in a hurry to 
eet them out. T couldn’t verify the date on that. 

Q. For the purpose of this hearing could you 
tell us now whether or not that was issued sometime 
during the period from January, 1941, up to the 
present time, sometime during those vears? 

A. Oh, yes, it would be in that interval. 

©. It would be in that mtetval? A. Yes. 

Rit. Ryan: 1 offer Board’s Exhibit 27% Tortiden- 
tification in evidence. [151] 

Trial Examiner Batten: I think they atesall 
tight. Board’s Exhibit 27 for identification will be 
received. There is a photostat of it. 


(Thereupon, the document heretofore marked 
as Board’s Exhibit 27, for identification, was 
received im cyidence.) 


[Printer’s Note:] Board’s Exhibit No. 27 is 


set out in full at page 687 of this printed Record. 


Q. (CBv Mr. Ryan): Ma. Cannon, yesterday im 
vou recall, T believe T asked you about whether or 
not vou had a contract with the LAUME in Toes 
vou executed one in 1938 some time. [ believe you 
stated that vou recalled such. [Is that correct? 

A. We had a verbal agreement with the Elec- 
trical Division in *37, 1 tink it was. 


Cannon Manufacturing Corp., et al. 197 


(Testimony of James H. Cannon.) 

Q. But the J.A.M., International Association of 
Machinists, in 1938 

A. I would assume that would be the natural 
reference to the contract. 

Q. With respect to either of those agreements 
you had with [152] the Electrical Workers, the In- 
ternational Brotherhood of Electrical Workers in 
1937, or the International Association of Machinists 
in 1938, were either of them a closed shop contract ? 

A. No, not that I recall, because I claimed I 
would never sign a closed shop contract where there 


was an outside affiliation. 

@. You mean where the union with whom you 
were dealing in the shop was affihated with some 
parent body outside? 

A. Some outside institution that might impose 
thines against the wishes of the union involved. 

Mr. Ryan: Miss Reporter, will you please mark 
this document as Board’s Exhibit next in order? 


(Thereupon, the document referred to was 
marked as Board’s Exhibit 28, for identifica- 
tion.) [153] 

ae SP a ae 

My. Ryan: J have had marked as Board’s Ex- 
hibit 28 for identification a document entitled 
‘“Acreement,”’ the first paragraph thereof indicat- 
ing as follows, ‘This agreement, made and entered 
into this 24th day of October, 1944, by and between 
the Cannon Manufacturing Corporation, a corpora- 
tion, and Cannon Electric Development Company, 
a sole proprietorship, first party, hereafter called 
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‘emplover” or ‘company’—and the Cannon Employ- 
ces Association.’” T will show it to counsel. [154] 

% *F + 

@. (By Ma. Ryan): I show you Board’s Hx- 
hibit 28 and ask you to look at it and tell us if you 
ean whether it is a true and correct copy of the 
original contract entered into with the Cannon 
Eimplovees Association and your company? 

A. ‘Tits 1s, of course, “41. That was mneretmpc 
cordance with my memory, when we were discussing 
“42 there. J assume this purports to be the first con- 
{iaer. 

Q. Dhe first conmact: 

A. I couldn't verify its contents because the 
lawyer that wrote it didn’t know what was in it in 
one or two cases and [155] got us into trouble. 

Q. From your examination of it, does it appear 
to be a copy of the original contract? 

A. Well, if it was submitted to the Labor Board 
I would take it it was. Otherwise, I would have 
some doubt whether it was rewrtten and changed 
before signing. In view of the receiving stamp it 
would indicate it is an authentic copy. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Of course, it would he 
subject to comparison if vou find the signed copy. 

Mr. Cannon: Yes. I will stipulate with counsel 
right now we will endeavor to find it; they will; 
they will endeavor to find the original and a copy. 
And if it develops that the original, as signed, is 
different in any particular from this copy sub- 
nntted by the C.E.A. the corrections can be made. 
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Mr. Ryan: J will agree. 

Trial Examiner Batten: You cal] it to my at- 
tention in the record. 

Mr. Cannon: Yes, we will do that. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Are vou offering it, Mr. 
Ryan? 

Mr. Ryan: I offer it in evidence, subject to that. 

Trial Examiner Batten: With that understand- 
ing it will be received. 


(Thereupon, the document heretofore marked 
as Board’s Exhibit 28, for identification, was 
received in evidence.) [156] 


Bo AP Pay 


My. Ryan: I am sorry, I do too have another 
contract [157] here. Miss Reporter, will you please 
mark this document as Board’s Exhibit next in 
order ? 


(Thereupon, the document referred to was 
marked as Board’s Exhibit 29, for identifica- 
tion.) 


Mr. Ryan: JI have had marked as Board’s Ex- 
hibit 29 for identification what purports to be an 
agreement between Cannon Manufacturing Cor- 
poration and Cannon Electric Development Com- 
pany and the Cannon Employees’ Association, ef- 
fective date May 5, 1943. The document is in book- 
let form. 

Mr. Cannon: No objection. 

Mr. Ryan: Can we stipulate, I wonder, that this 
is the second contract which was executed ? 
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Mir. Cannon: We will so stipulate. That is ecor- 
rect, isn't it, Mar. Wilcox? 

Nii. Waileox: S¢s. 

Mi. Rvan: la wiew of that stipulation 1 Yemr;:; 


the document in evidence as Board’s Exhibit 29. 
S- #& + 


‘Trial Examiner Batten: If you want to keep it 
in vour file, Ma. Wilcox has an extra one. The ex- 
hibit will be received in evidence. 


(Thereupon, the document heretofore marked 
as Board’s Exhibit 29, for identification, was 
received in evidence.) [159] 

x 6 £ & 

ALVIN L. GEORGE, 
a witness called by and on behalf of the National 
Labor Relations Board, being first duly sworn, was 
examined and testified as follows: 


Divect Examination 

Q. Were you ever employed by Cannon Manu- 
facturing Corporation ? A. I was, [1607] 

Q. Or Cannon Electric Development Company ? 

Trial Examiner Batten: Just a moment. What 
did vou say vour middle initial is? 

The Witness: — L. 

Trial Examiner Batten: I notice in the com- 
plaint it is simply listed as Alvin George. I don't 
asstme there is any objection to amending the 
complunt to read Alvin L. George ? 

Nc Cannon: No, 
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Q. (By Mr. Ryan): When did you begin work 
for that organization ? 

A. I believe it was March of 1938. 

Mr. Cannon: May I have him say which one he 
was working for? 

Trial Examiner Batten: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Do you understand which 
one you were working for? 

A. Well, I began working for the Cannon Elec- 
trical Development Company, I suppose. I ended 
up working for the Corporation. I never knew 
when the change was made. [168] 

CT 

Trial Examiner Batten: Well, I think it is 
rather clear the witness doesn’t know. 

The Witness: When we went into the new build- 
ing it was the Manufacturing Corporation. 

Omecby Mr Ryan): What plant did you 
work in? 

The Witness: I worked in both plants, No. 1 
and No. 2. 

Q. Did you work in them interchangeably and 
then were transferred from one to the other? 

A. I worked in one a while and when the new 
building was put up we moved over. 

@. Then you moved over? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you state when you began working for 
the company? 

A. March, ’38, I think it was. [169] 

@. In what capacity were you first employed? 

A. I was employed as a carpenter’s helper. 
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Q. Where did you perform your work as a car- 
penter’s helper? 

A. Well, at that particular time Mr. Cannon 
was building a boat and I was employed to help 
the carpenter biuld the boat. 

Q. Was that biult there at the plant? 

A. Yes, wehtat the plant. 

Q. Plant 1 or plant 2? 

A. Plant 1. There was no plant 2 atahateame 

@. How long did you continue in the job as car- 
penter’s helper, approximately ? 

A. Well, I suppose I was a carpenter’s helper 
for about six weeks, and then I did the carpenter 
work myself. The carpenter was released and [ did 
the work from then on. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Did your pay change or 
did you receive the same pay? 

The Witness: T received the same pay. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Were you hired as a 
carpenter’s helper? 

The Witness: ‘That is right. 

Trial Examiner Batten: And then you contin- 
ued as a carpenter’s helper and received the same 
pay until what time? I presume that is the question. 

The Witness: Well, I was never notified I was 
reclassified or anything else, other than carpenter's 
helper, [170] when I went on machines a year later. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): While you were doing this 
carpenter work, who was your superior? 

A. Mr. Raymond Cromwell. 

Q. Ravinoud Cromwell ? A. That is mehi 
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Q. What was his title? 

A. Well, when I first went to work he was work- 
ing in the stock room, and then about a month or 
six weeks later he was made plant superintendent. 

Trial Examiner Batten: What was his name? 

The Witness: Raymond Cromwell. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Now, after you had been 
working at carpenter work for about six weeks, 
what happened ? 

A. I was put inside the plant to work under 
Cromwell directly. 

Q. Which plant were you put inside of? 

A. No. 1. 


Q. Plant 1? A. Yes. 
Q. At that time plant 2 had not yet begun to 
function; is that mght? A. No. 


Q. What duties were you assigned to in the plant 
when you were transferred? [171] 

A. I was doing carpenter work directly under 
Cromwell. 

Q. How long did you continue on that job? 

A. I would say for approximately a year or a 
year and a half. 

Q. Now, at the time you were transferred into 
the shop to work inside, did that coincide with Mr. 
Cromwell’s taking over the job of plant superin- 
tendent? 

A. Yes, we went in both together, both the same 
day. 

Q. While you were in the shop, was Cromwell 
your superintendent ? 
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A. ‘Phat is right. ] worked directly under hin. 

Q. Did you take your orders directly from My. 
Cromwell ? A. “Theat is *nieht. 

©. Now, while you were there and during the 
early part of your employment with the company, 
did the International Association of Machinists do 
any organizing among the employees, to your knowl- 
edge? 

A. Yes, they were organizing when I first went 
to work there. 

Q. DWhesearly part of 19534 A. Vesssin. 

Q. Now, did you have a conversation with Myr. 
Cromwell shortly after you had gone to work in- 
side the shop relative to the organizational efforts 
ot thesAC am 

Mr. Cannon: I object to that as calling efor 
hearsay. 

Trial Hxaminer Batten: You may tell us. The 
question is did vou have a conversation with him. 

The Witness: I had a conversation with him, 
ves, about a meeting. 

Q. (Br Miv Ryan): Can you tell us "appreni- 
nately how lone you had been working inside in 
the plant at the time of that conversation with 
Cromwell ? 

A. It must have been during the first three 
months T was inside the plant. 

@. (By My. Ryan): Where did the conversa- 
tion take place? 

A. Well, | was working in the sheet metal de- 
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partment at that time. There wasn’t anyone that 
was working in that department. We worked in 
and out whenever we needed shect metals. And Mr. 
Cromwell came over to me one day and asked mce— 

M1. Cannon: May I have a running objection 
to this being hearsay ? 

Trial Examiner Batten: Yes, you may. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): When Mr. Cromwell came 
over to you on that occasion, was anyone else pres- 
ent ¢ A. No. 

Q. Just you and he? [173] A. Yes. 

@. Will you relate the conversation ? 

A. He asked me if I was going to the union 
meeting that night. I told him no, that I didn’t care 
anything about it. 

He asked me to go, he said I ought to go and find 
out what was going on, get in with the rest of the 
boys. 

@. Did you go to the meeting that mght? 

peel did. 

@. Where did it take place? 

A. At the Labor Temple, A.F.L. Labor Temple. 

@. Were there other employees of the company 
that vou recognized at that meeting? 

A. Oh, yes, there was practically the whole shop. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Well, now, just a mo- 
ment. You say practically the whole shop. 

The Witness: J mean the employees. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Can you give us some: 
idea of the number? 

The Witness: I would say there was around 25 
or 30. 
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Q. (By Mr Ryan): At that time the number 
of employees which the company had was consid- 
erably smaller, wasn’t it, than it is now? 

A. At that. time I was No. 39. I think I was No. 
39 employee. 

Q. About how many employees were there alto- 
vether ? 

A, Around 40, something lke that. [174] 

Q. Now, the day after that mecting were you at 
work ? A. Yes, IT was at work the next day. 

Q. Did you have another conversation with Mr. 
Cromwell ? 

A. Yes. This time it took place in the stock 
room where I was building a bench. 

Mr. Cannon: May I likewise have an objection 
to all this, as being hearsay ? 

Tria] Examiner Batten: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Did Mr. Cromwell come 
up to you while you were working? 

A. Yes, he did. 

Q. Who else was present, if anyone, during 
that conversation ? A. No one. 

@. Will you tell us what the conversation was ? 

A. He asked me if T attended the meeting the 
night before. I told him I had. 

He asked ie how many were there. I told him 
approximately how many were there. Who was the 
leader of it, who did all the talking, what they did, 
what business they had taken up. 

Trial Examiner Batten: He asked you that. 
What did you tell him? 
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The Witness: I told him as near as I could tell 
him exactly what went on. [175] 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Tell us what you said to 
him, as best you can recollect. 

Trial Examiner Batten: What did you tell him? 

The Witness: He asked me who did most of the 
talking. I told him Mr. Boswick was the one that 
did most of the talking. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Can you tell us now who 
Mr. Boswick was? 

A. At that time he was a machinist, running a 
turret lathe. 


Q. At the plant? A. At the plant. 
Q. Cannon plant? A. Yes, 


Q. What else did you say to Mr. Cromwell on 
that occasion, as best you can recall? 

A. Well, I don’t exactly recall all the conversa- 
tion. That is part of it. It became apparent to me— 
I mean I could tell 

Mi. Cannon: I object to that as being his con- 
clusion, it became apparent. 

Trial Examiner Batten: I think when a witness 
starts out that way it is evident it is a conclusion. 

Tell us, as near as you can remember, what you 
told Mr. Cromwell that went on at the meeting. 

The Witness: Well, I have just about told that. 
IT told [176] him how many were there and who 
did the talking. I don’t remember exactly the busi- 
ness that was taken care of now, it is too long. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Did you thereafter attend 
any further A.F.L. meetings? NIG: 
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Q. That was the only one? 


A. That was the only one I ever attended. 

Q. Now, thereafter did union activities of the 
A.E.L. continue for any length of time? 

Soe SAY 

The Witness: It continned for a short while 
after that. Then there was a lay-off, in which most 
of the active [177] members were laid off. 

Mr. Cannon: I move to strike that as a con- 
clusion. 

Trial Examiner Batten: The last phrase may be 
stricken, in which the active members were laid off. 

Q. (By Ma. Ryan): How long did you ¢con- 
tinue to work directly under Cromwell, Mr. George, 
approximately how long? 

A. Oh, I should say about a year and a half. 

@. <A year and a half? a. hes? 

Q. Did you continue the carpenter work? 

&. Dhatis agent, 

Q. Now, early in 1941 did you have occasion to 
learn of any other union beginning some activity 
in the plant of Cannon? 

A, Well, early in 1941 was the beginning of the 
United Electrical, Radio and Machine Workers or- 
eanizing campaign, as I recall it. 

Q. C.L.O. organization ? A. That is quglie 

Q. When did this first come to your attention? 
I mean how did it come to your attention 2 

A. Phe fitst I had any knowledge of if )iwas 
when one evening when T quit work I came outside 
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and a C.1.0. sound truck was there. At that time 
the organizer was William Eleonin. 
rial Examiner Batten: How do you spell that? 
Mr. Ryan: J think it is E-l-c-o-n-i-n. 
Miss Dunks: ‘That is right. 


Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Was someone speaking 


over the loud speaker? A. This Elconin, ves. 
@. Was it out in front of the plant entrance, 
the truck? A ie was. 


Q. Now, the next day when you reported for 
work did you have occasion to observe one Ned 
Mandella in the plant? A. I did. 

@. Who was Ned Mandella at that time? 

A. Ned Mandella at that time was the stock 
room attendant. 

Q. What was this stock room, by the way? 

A. I should have said tool erib attendant. He 
took care of the tools in the tool erib. If anyone 
needed tools they went to the erib and he attended 
to them. 

Q. Did you go to the erib that morning for any 
reason ? 

A. J did. I usually went four or five times a day 
to the crib for different tools. That particular morn- 
ing I went for a tool of some kind. 

Q. Did you have a conversation with. My. Man- 
della on that occasion? 

A. Yes, he approached me 

Mi. Cannon: May I have a running objection 
to this, as being hearsay? [179] 

Trial Examiner Batten: Yes. 
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Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Was anyone present be- 
sides yourself and My, Mandella? 

A. Hinp aid iT, 

Q. About what time of day was it? 

A. It was pretty early in the morning, I would 
say about 8:30 or 9:00 o’cloelk. 

Q. Now, will you tell us what was said during 
that conversation ? 

A. He approached me with a petition which said 
to keep out the C.1.0., and I noticed there were a 
number of names already signed. And he asked me 
to sign it. I told him that I wouldn’t, and he would 
eet himself in trouble. 

Q. Was anything further said? 

A. Well, there was later that afternoon, he asked 
me to sign again but he had changed the heading 
of it; he had erased it out. 


Q. Was this another occasion on the same day? 

A. This was another occasion on the same day. 

Q. When did that take place? 

A. ‘That was later in the afternoon. 

Q. Where did it take place? 

A. ‘The same place, tool erib. 

Q. You had gone back to the tool erib again? 

A. Yes. [180] 

Q. Was anyone present on that occasion? 

A. None. 

Q. Did you have a conversation then with him? 

A. Not particularly that afternoon. I had nu- 
merous occasions on other days following that. 
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Q. Did you observe he still had a petition out 
there? A. Oh, yes, he kept that. 

Q. Did you look at the petition in the afternoon, 
also? A. I did. 

Q. But did you sign it or not sign it? 

A. I didn’t sign it. 

Q. Thereafter, a day or so after that, did he 
talk to you again about it? 

A. Yes, he approached me practically—— 

Mr. Cannon: TI think I can save a lot of time. 
May I have an understanding with the hearing 
officer and also with Mr. Ryan that T have a run- 
ning objection to these conversations had with Mr. 
Mandella out of the presence of the management as 
being hearsay and not binding upon the manage- 
ment ? 

Trial Examiner Batten: Yes, you may have an 
objection. Of course, it is pretty difficult to tell at 
the beginning the tie-in of the testimony, so I am 
recelving it assuming that some relationship to the 
management will be shown. Of course, if the Board 
rests its ease and there is no showing in the evidence 
that this was in any way tied up or connected [181] 
with the management or the circumstances were 
such that the management should have known of it, 
it has no value as far as its relationship to the is- 
sues here is concerned. 

Mr. Cannon: I appreciate that. I just want to 
be sure of the objection, because it wouldn’t be 
competent, of course, unless they did show what you 
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have suggested. Therefore, I want the objection. 1 
will make it each time if you require me to do it. 

Trial Exantine: Batten: No, vou may have a 
continuing objection. 

Mir. Cation: Miamk you. 

Q. (By My. Ryan): Did you, with a day or 
so later, have another conversation with Mandella ? 

A. Yes. I told im on one of the occasions he 
would get himself in trouble with the company, try- 
ing to get a petition like that signed on company 
time. He told me he had it pretty direct from the 
company it was all right for him to go 


Mr. Cannon: I make particular objection to that, 
and move to strike it out on two grounds. In the 
first plaec, it is hearsay. In the second place, it is 
a self-serving declaration. In the third place, vou 
could not prove agency by the declaration of an 
agent. 

Trial Examiner Batten: It may stand. As it now 
stands it doesn’t bind the company. I mean any 
employee could make [182] that statement. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Mr. George, about within 
a week or on or about a week later from the time 
vou first had your contact with Mandella, that vou 
have testified about in this connection, did you have 
a conversation with Mr. Ray Cromwell, the superin- 
tendent of the company ? did: 

Q. Will you explain how you happened to have 
a conversation with him ? 


A. Yes. He called me into, his offiee, as IT was 
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passing by, getting a drink of water or something, 
JT don’t know what reason. 

@. In lus office? A. Yes. 

Q. Where was his office located with respect to 
this tool crib that Mandella worked in, about how 
fie 

A. They were all in the machine department. 

Q. The tool crib and Mandella’s office? 

A. Yes, and Cromwell’s office. 

Q. Cromwell’s office ? 

A. Yes. I should say about 50 feet apart, maybe. 

Q. Just how were you called in? How did you 
receive the message to go into Cromwell’s office ? 

A. He had an open glass office, you know, the 
elass in the front. As I was passing by he motioned 
for me to come in. [183 

Q. When you went in, was anyone else present 
there besides you and Mr. Cromwell, that you recall ? 

A. There was no one present there when we 
had the conversation, no. 

Q. Will you relate the conversation ? 

A. He asked me why I didn’t join up with the 
organization they were forming. I told him I didn’t 
want to have anything to do with anything Man- 
della was handling. Besides I didn’t want to get 
mnvself in trouble with the company. 

So he told me that that was all mght, the com- 
pany knew about what he was doing. 

Mr. Cannon: I make the same specific objection 
to that as I did to the other conversation, the 
declarations of Mandella as to the company’s know!l- 
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edge, and move to strike it on the three grounds 
heretofore mentioned. 

Trial Examiner Batten: I make the same rul- 
ine. It may stand. 

Q@. (By Mr. Ryan): Will you proceed with 
your relation of the conversation, My. George ? 

A. He told me it was to be a company union 
and that he would go see that the mght men got the 
night jobs in it, they would be given the proper 
training. He asked me to join up. 

Q. Have you related all of the conversation ? 

A. No. I told him I would rather have time to 
think it [184] over, I didn’t want to go sign up 
with something I didn’t know what it was. 

Q. Is that all you can remember now? Have 
you related all the conversation ? 

A, That is all I can remember at this time. 

Trial Examiner Batten: When you told him you 
wanted time to think it over, did he say anything 
in reply to that? A. He saad, “All aiehie 

Mr. Cannon: May IT have a date fixed on that 
conversation, Mr. Ryan ? 

Q@. (By Mr. Ryan): About how long ago 
was it? 

A. J would say that was in the first couple of 
weeks, anyway, after the C.I.O. sound truck was 
there. | don’t remember exactly what date that was, 
early part of 1941. 

@. Would you place it in January? 


A. I would prefer not to say. It has been quite 
a while ago. 


w t 
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Q. Now, thereafter did you see Mandella again? 

A. Quite often, he asked me quite often to join 
up again after that. He also promised me any office 
in the organization I wanted outside of president, 
which he was supposed to hold. 

Q. About how long was it after you had talked 
to Cromwell, this conversation you have related with 
Cromwell, was it that you again talked to Mandella, 
when he mentioned about you having an office in 
his organization ? 

A. Oh, I would say the next day or two at the 
latest. [185] 

Q. Did that conversation take place at the tool 
erib ? A. At the tool crib. 

@. Was anyone present during the conversation 
besides you and Mr. Mandella? 

A. No. You usually went up to the tool erib and 
geot your tools, and that was all. 

Q. Were you there getting your tools on that 
occasion ? A. That is right. 

Q. Will you relate now the conversation that 
took place on that occasion? 

Mr. Cannon: With Mandella? 

Mr. Ryan: Yes. 

The Witness: Well, he asked me to sign up 
again. IT told him no. I didn’t want to make him 
mad and I didn’t want to get myself in Dutch by 
not signing. Yet, I didn’t want to, see. So he of- 
fered me any office if I wanted one, if I signed up. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): What did he say in that 
connection ? 
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A. THe said that he could ceive me any 7eb 7 
wanted, any office, if I would just sign up, outside 
of president. 

Q. Did you make any reply to that? 

A. Well, I don’t know exactly what my remark 
was; [ stalled him again. 

Q. You still didn’t sign up? 

A. [still didn’t sign up. [186] 

@. Now, did vou shortly thereafter have some 


deal with Mandella about a portable address sys- 
tem ? wv. if did. 


Q. About how long was that after yon had con- 
versed with Mr. Cromwell, can vou fix it? 

A. Some time withn a month, I would sax, 
probably. 

Mia. Cannon: Within a month? 

The Witness: Probably within a month. It might 
have been more or a little less. He was telling me 
one day about how the C.LO. was getting a jump 
on him. 

a 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Are you relating the con- 
versation with Mandella 2? 

A. Yes. We had conversations all the time. He 
was continuously approaching me about joining the 
organization, 

Trial Examiner Batten: We are trying to get 
this conversation which you say occurred about a 


month after the Cromwell conversation. 
The Witness: Yes. 
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Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Was this conversation at 
the tool erib? 

A. No, this conversation was held at my machine, 
I believe, the best [ can remember. 

Q. Was anyone present besides you and Mr. 
Mandella? [187] 

A. TI don’t really remember whether there was 
anyone there or not. 

Q. Will you relate the conversation ? 

A. He was telling me about—I asked him how 
his organization was getting along. He was telling 
me about the sound truck the C.I.O. had which 
caused him a lot of trouble. So I asked him, ‘‘ Well, 
why don’t you buy yourself some sound equip- 
ment ?”’ 

He said, ‘‘ Well, he had been thinking about it.’’ 
[ happened to have a portable sound outfit at home 
TI had bought. I sold that to him. The transaction 
took all day. He had to see the rest of the board, or 
whatever they had, a secretary. By that time they 
had established officers. 

Q. When you say ‘‘they,’? do you mean Man- 
della and Ins organization he had been talking to 
you about? A. ‘That is right. 

Q. Now, before that day, before your day’s work 
was up that day, did you have any further conver- 
sation with Mandella about the address system, 
portable address system ? 

A. It took all day to make the transaction. T 
remember I got paid in the afternoon. 

Q. How did vou receive vour pay for that deal? 


bl 
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A. “By cheek 

Q. Where did you receive the pay check for that 
portable address system? [188] 

A. He gave it to me just before J went home. 

Q. Where were you when you received it? 

eh. “Ad work. 

Q. At your machine? A. Yies: 

(). Did he bring it into your department while 
you were working? 

A. | don't recall whether he brought it over to 
my department or not, or whether JI saw him some 
place in the plant and he gave it to me. Could I say 
something ? 

@. “es. 

A. I don’t know whether this date is accurate. 
I mean it was some time during the first part of 
the orgamzing campaign. 

@. You mean you don’t know exactly whether 
it was a month after vou talked to Cromwell or not? 

A. That is meht. L know at was after I talked 
to him. I don’t know just how soon. 

Trial Examiner Batten: How much did he pay 
VOU OT ele, 

The Witness: How much he paid me? 

Trial Examiner Batten: Yes. 

Tite Witriess: i250. 

Q. Ba Maan) 2s 2 Oe A. Wee, 

Tital Examiner Batten: What did he give vou, 
a personal cheek? [189] 

The Witness: Tle gave me a check on the or- 
eunzation, as 1 vegalll: 
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Trial Examiner Batten: Did the organization 
have a name? 

The Witness: It had by that time, but I don’t 
remember whether it was Cannon Athletic Associa- 
tion, or something lke that. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Jf you heard it would vou 
know ? 

A. Well, they changed, got so many names there 
it is impossible to tell you exactly what name was 
the prevailing one. 

Q. Well, do you recall now whether it was Can- 
non Recreation Association ? 

A. It seems as though that sounds like the name. 

Mr. Cannon: Cannon Recreation Association ? 

The Witness: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): This is at the early begin- 
ning IT am talking about now, of the early months 
of the organization. A. Yes. 

Mr. Cannon: We were talking about the check, 
I thought. 

Mr. Ryan: I am trying to find out what organ- 
ization he got the check from. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Was the check signed by 
some individual? It must have been. 

A. Yes, it was signed bv the secretary. I believe 
it was the secretary, Andy Bereznak. 

Q. Now, thereafter did you join any organiza- 
tion about that [190] time that you were being ap- 
proached by Mandella, and within the suceeeding 
weeks ? 

m. Vater on I joined the ’C.1.0. 
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QM. About when was it that you joined the 
CialeO), 

A. Well, I would say around April or May, 
some place up in there. 

Q. I9417 AK. Yes. 

Q. Did you signea,C.LO. cale A. J dik 

rial Examiner Batten: I presume when you 
sav the C.1.0. vou mean the United Electrical 
Workers ? 

The Witness: Yes. 

Trial Examiner Batten: In other words, that is 
the organization vou signed the ecard for; is that 
neht ? 

Phe Witness: ‘That is the one. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): And did you wear your 
union button, vour C.T.0. button while you were 
working ? A. Yes, I wore it. 

Q. While vou were working in the plant? 

HS. Phatws rent. 

Q. Now, within a day or so after you had signed 
up with the C.I.O. and began wearing your button 
in the plant, did you have a conversation with Mr. 
Cromwell again, Superintendent Cromwell? [191] 

A. 1 did. I think it was about—if I remember, 
I signed up on a Thursday, and I had a conversa- 
tion with him the following Sunday, because I 
worked a lot of overtime under hin. 

Q@. You say vou signed wp on Thursday. Yow 
have reference to vour signing up with the United 
Kleetrical, Radio and Machine Workers, C.1.0.? 

A. Yes. 
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Q. Where did this conversation with Cromwell 
take place ? 

A. his was in the new plant we are in now. It 
took place in the new plant. Well, it was no depart- 
ment, it was a hallway where we were building— 
covering the sides of this hallway with plywood. 

Q. What department would that hallway be 
near? 

A. It would be near what 1s known as the die 
easting department now. 

Q. Can you tell us how you and Mr. Cromwell 
happened to be at that particular spot on that oc- 
easion ? 

A. Well, it was Sunday and we were working 
overtime, and he came down to me and asked me if 
I had joined the C.1.0. He had heard I had joined 
and he wanted to know if it was true. I said yes. He 
got very mad. He mumbled something and walked 
off. I don’t know what it was. 

Q. Now, did the C.L.O., the United Electrical, 
Radio and Machine Workers, have you make a 
speech on the radio? [192] ae Ledids 

@. I ask you if that was made some time about 
August of 1941? 

A. Yes, I think it was August of 1941. 

Mr. Ryan: Miss Reporter, will you please mark 
this document as Board’s exhibit next in order? 


(The document referred to was marked as 
Board’s Exhibit 30, for identification. ) 

Mr. Ryan: I have had marked as Board’s Ex- 

hibit 34 for identification a document dated August 
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26, 1941, with the words at the top, “Our Daily 
Bread.’’ | show it to counsel. 

Q. (By Mx. Ryan): Mt. George, [ show vou 
Board’s Exhibit 30 for identification and ask you 
to tell us, if vou can, whether that is a transeript of 
what was given on the radio at the time you ap- 
peared on the radio? A. 7 think this is it. 

Trial Examinel Batten: You mean this is the 
speech you read over the radio? 

The Witness: Yes. 

Q. (By Ma. Ryan): Tt appears to bera dime 
logue between vou and other persons. Is that true? 

A. Yes, there were three persons. 

Q. Three persons were there. Ts one person 


named Jensen? A. Ivan Jensen. 
Q. Who was Ivan Jensen? [193] 
A. He worked with me at the plant. 
Q. At the Cannon plant? A. “Yes. 
Q. Was he w CI.0. man, also® 
A. He was. 
Q. The initials J. J., appearing throughout this 


transcript, tell us whose those initials refer to. 

A, Johnny Johnson, the announcer. 

Trial Examiner Batten: He was not an em- 
plovee; was he? 

The Witness: No, he was not. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Johnny Johnson, “igs 
program, by the way, ‘Our Daily -Bread>” is aa 
@1.0. preeram >: cst? A. It is. 

Q. It is broadeast at a certain hour of the day 
over the radio almost every weck day; is that right? 


Cannon Manufacturing Corp., et al. 298 


(‘Testimony of Alvin L. George.) 

nee Yost is. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Do you mean that this 
witness participated in this every day? 

Mr. Ryan: No, I don’t mean he did. I mean 
the program ‘‘Our Daily Bread.’’ 

Q. (By My. Ryan): That transcript, which you 
have identified now, was the particular broadcast 
of ‘Our Daily Bread’? on August 26, 1941; is that 
right ? A. That is right. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Was it over a loud 
speaker? [194] 

The Witness: <A radio station. 

Trial Examiner Batten: What station? 

The Witness: JKX.R.K.D. at that time. 

Trial Examiner Batten: That is a Los Angeles 
station ? 

The Witness: Yes. May I correct that? That is 
KHOX, but we used KRKD studios. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Now, within two or three 
days after you had taken part in that program that 
is reflected in Board’s Exhibit 30 for identification, 
did you have a conversation with Mr. Cromwell, 
Ray Cromwell, the superintendent, at the company ? 

A. TI had a short conversation with him a couple 
of days later when he fired me. 

Q. Will you tell us how you happened to come 
in contact with Mr. Cromwell a couple of days after 
vou had participated in the broadeast? 

A. We had worked a couple of days or so, and 
J think—and Mi. Jensen, who worked with me, was 
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called into the office. When he came back out he 
told me they had fired him. [195] 
e + & 

Q. (By Mi Rea): Is Jensen the sane mam 
that appears to have taken part in that broadcast? 

KA. He Ts: 

Q. After he had come out and said what you 
sav he said, were you called in? 

A. I was called in. 

Q. Will you tell us how you were called imto 
Cromwell's office on that occasion ? 

A. The fellow that worked in the office—I can’t 


think of his name—canie out and told me Mr. Crom- 


well wanted to see me. So T went m and he gave me 
my check and told me I was being fired. [196] 

I asked him what for. He said, ** For making the 
radio broadcast.”* That was all the conversation. I 
walked out. 

(). About what time of day was that? 

A. It must have been about 2:00 o'clock in the 
afternoon. 

(). When you went in to talk to My. Cromwell 
on that occasion, and during his statements to vou, 
Was anyone present, other than Mr. Cromwell and 
yourself, that you ean recall? 

A. -t don’t reeall whether the fellow that worked 
in the office — his name is Howard — whether he 
staved in there or not. Tle was usually told to leave 
Whenever Twas talking to Mr. Cromwell. 

Q. Yon don’t recall whether he was there or was 
not there at that particular time ? 


i) 
) 
x1 
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A. I don’t recall if he was there. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Was there any further 
conversation at that tine? 

The Witness: No. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Did you say anything? 

The Witness: No. There wasn’t anything left 
for me to say. 

Trial Examiner Batten: I[ didn’t ask you that. 
My question was did you say anything? 

The Witness: No; I went out. 

Q. (By My. Ryan): As I understood, you asked 
him as to why you were being fired? [197] 

A. I asked him why I was being fired. He said, 
‘Hor making the broadeast.’’ 

Q. Did you then leave Cromwell’s office ? 

no did. 

Q. What did you do? 

A. If got my tools and went out of the plant. 

Q. What did you next do after you got out of 
the plant, did you do anything about this termina- 
tion with the company ? 

A. Well, we told the organizer of the C.1.0., 
Carl Brant. 

Q. Who told him? 

A. I myself told him, Ivan Jensen, and I think 
the other fellow was Clarence Wiley. 

My. Cannon: May I have a running objection 
to the conversation had with Mr. Brant, in the ab- 
sence of the company officials ? 

Trial Examiner Batten: Yes. Were all three of 
you there together talking to Mr. Brant? 
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The Witness: We were all there the next morn- 
ing at the lawyer’s office. I don’t know whether all 
of us were out there that afternoon when we were 
talking to Mr. Brant. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Were you all three 
there together ? 

The Witness: Yes, in the afternoon. 

Trial Examiner Batten: You talked to Mr. 
Brant ? 

‘Che Witness: Yes, He came out forsihe airer 
noon shift that was going to work. [198] 

Trial Examiner Batten: Tell us what you told 
hin. 

The Witness: We told him we had been fired. 
That is about all the conversation there was, outside 
of we should go to the lawyer's office in the morning 
to see what should be done about it. 

Q. (By Mz. Ryan): The next mornine did you 
go toa lawyer’s office? A. We did. 

Q. What office did vou go to? 

A. Al Wirin, Gallagher & Wirin. 

Q. They are local attorneys here in Los Angeles? 

A. That is right. 

Q. Who went to the lawvers on that oceaston, 
besides vourself? Who were the other people that 
went with vou, Mr. George ? 

A. Ivan Jensen, Clarence Wiley, a fellow by the 
name of Martin. 

Mr. Gannon: Martin? 

The Witness: Yes. 


Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Was Mr. Wiley an employee 
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of the company during the time you were employed 
there? A. He was. 

Q. (By Mi. Ryan): Mr. George, did the C.1.0. 
call a meeting, to your knowledge, regarding your 
termination with the company ? 

A. They did. J think it was Sunday. 

Q. Sunday following your discharge ? 

A. Following the discharge. 

Q. (By Mr. Cromwell): Where did that meeting 
take place? 

A. It took place at the C.I.0. Bunlding, 5851 
Avalon Boulevard. 


Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Was there a meeting and 
strike vote taken? A. There was. 


Q. Dida strike take place at the plant of Cannon 
a day or so after the meeting? 

A. ‘he first day after Labor Day. 

Q. Was a picket line established by the United 
Electrical, [202] Radio and Machine Workers at the 
plant ? A. Thete was. 

Q. During the conduct of that strike and picket 
line, it only lasted one day; is that right? 

A. Yes, that is might. 

Co ES GR aS 

Q. As part of the settlement of that strike, do vou 
reeall that vou were reinstated ? A. J was. 

Q. In the employ of the company, temporarily ? 

A. IT was re-emploved. 

Mr. Cannon: I move to strike the latter part out. 
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Trial Examiner Batten: You mean “tenpoiar 
hae © 

Mo Ganon 

Nii. Rowan: J willaetee to that. [203 

Trial Examiner Batten: It may he stricken. 

Q. (By Mar. Ryan): Did you participate in the 
settlement of that strike or the conference regarding 
the settlement of that strike, before the National 
Labor Relations Board ? A. No, IT didn’t. 

Q. In connection with the termination of that 
strike, do you know it to be true an arrangement 
was made between the company and the C.T. 0O., 
United Electrical, Radio and Machine Workers, and 
the Cannon Employees’ Association that an election 
would be held about a week following ? 

A. Yes. 

Ge RP GR Be 

Q. (By My. Ryan): Did you return to the ie 
ploy of the company upon the termination of the 
strike? [204] ®.” ew 

Q. How soon after the strike terminated ? 

A. The next dav. 

Q. The next day vou returned to vour job? 

a. Yes, 

@. Who advised von that vou were To Teri 
work for the company? 

A. Well, TP guess T owas advised out there that 
same day the strike took place. The agreement was 
told to us by the organizer, | would return to work. 

Trial Examiner Batten: The question is who told 
VOT 


The Witness: Carl Brant, T suppose. 
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Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Is he a representative of 
the C.L.0. Radio Workers Union? Ae Yigs. 

Q. What did he tell you in that connection ? 

A. He told me 

Mr. Cannon: J object to it as being altogether 
hearsay. 

Trial Examiner Batten: I don’t think there is 
any question about that. What did he tell you? Did 
he tell you to go back in and go to work? 

The Witness: Fle told me the result of the meet- 
ing with the Labor Board. He told me to go back to 


work. 

Q. (By My. Ryan): The next morning did vou 
report to work at the plant? [205 ] 

A. J didn’t report that morning, I was sick. T 
called Mr. Cromwell and told him [T would be in the 
next day. 

Q. After you were back on your job working, 
did vou receive any communication from the com- 
pany that you were to receive a hearing? 

A. Yes, we were to have a hearing; arbitration, 
I think, thev called it. 

Q. Pardon? 

A. Arbitration, I think thev called it. 

Q. How did vou receive that notice, in what form 
did vou receive it? 

A. Well, I guess IT received it at the same time 
I received the notice of the strike being over, and 
we would return to work. That was the agreement 
reached. 

Q. That vou were to receive a hearing— 

A. Arbitration on our case. 
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Q. —on your previous discharge? 

A, Yes. 

Trial Examiner Batten: You mean that was a 
part of the arrangement for your reinstatement ? 

The Witness: Yes. 

Trial Examiner Batten: That was agreed to by 
the organization ? 

The Witness: Yes: 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Now, you received notice 
thereafter as [206] to when the hearing was to be, 
vour hearing, after you had gone back to work, after 
the strike ? 

A. Yes, we received notice when it was to be. 

Q. How did you receive that notice? 

A. I don’t remember. 

@. Well, about how long had vou heen back to 
work after the strike when the hearing was given to 
vou? A. I can’t say; not very long, I know. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Was it a week or two 
weeks or a month? 

The Witness: Probably a week. 

My. Cannon: About a week? 

The Witness: It might have been, yes. 

Q. (By My. Ryan): Was it after this Labor 
Board election, this National Labor Relations Board 
election ? There was an election held out there, wasn’t 
there, Mr. George, about a week after the strike was 
called off? 

A. There was a Labor Board election, yes. 

Q. Well, did the arbitration proceeding take 
place after that, after that election? 
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A. I don’t know. It seems to me like it took place 
before; I couldn’t say. 

Q. Was it on or about or right around the tine 
of the election, either just before or just afterward 2 

A. Some time around in there. [207] 


Q. Wall you tell us where the arbitration took 
place ? 

A. It took place im the conference room of the 
corporation. 

Q. Will vou tell us who conducted the arbitra- 
tion proceedings ? 

A. Well, we were only called in during the latter 
part of it. [ don’t know what went on before we 
were called in. 

Trial Examiner Batten: The question is who 
conducted it, who, who run it? Who was the arhi- 
trator ? 

The Witness: JI don’t know the name of the 
arbitrator. There was Bob Cannon, J think he was 
present. Mr. Shoup, [ think is Ins name, of the 
Merchants and Manufacturers. 

Cmeoe Mir. Ryan): Mm Shoup” 

A. Yes, Paul Shoup, and Charley Katz. 

@. Who was he? A. My attorney. 

@. The C.I.O. attorney ? 

me es.) Nir. Kaplan. 

@. Is he an attorney? 

Re leis an attorney for the C.L.0. 

Q. Youdon’t know the name of the arbitrator? 

uw No; a pastor of some chuieh, T think. 

Q. Were vou called in and asked to testify ? 
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A. T was called in and asked whether T accepted 
the decision of the arbitration or not. 

Q. Was a court reporter present or any reporter 
present [208] making a transcript of the proceed- 
ines, that vou notieed ? A. I didn’t neee. 

Q. Did that proceeding take place in the con- 
ference room at the eompany’s plant? 

A. Ttedid, 

Q. Did vou say Bob Cannon was present ? 

KX. Hemvas: 

Q. Was Mr. James Cannon present ? 

A. No. 

Mr. Ryan: My. Bol Cannon is here. IT will ask 
you if a transcript was made of that arbitration 
proceedings. 

Mr. Robert Cannon: No. 

Mr. Cannon: No, there was not. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Was your attormey im 
there during all the time of the hearing? 

The Witness: J wasn’t there. T was only called 
Ln ade thre last apn. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Was vour attorney there 
when vou were called in? 

The Witness: He was, ves. 

Q. (By Mr. Rvan): May. George, while vou were 
in the arbitration hearing in the conference room 
there, were vou advised as to the decision of the 
arbitration ? 

A. Yes, that was what | was @alled in to Ge 
advised about, what the decision was. 
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Q. Who advised you what the decision was, as it 
regarded you? 

A. JF don’t recall exactly, but I think it was the 
arbitrator, the pastor, that advised us. 

Q. What were you told the decision was? 

A. We were told we would be on probation for 
45 days. 

Q. Was there someone there besides you that 
was being told the same thing? 

A. Ivan Jensen. They wanted to know whether we 
accepted the decision or not. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Well, now, what did vou 
tell them, that you would accept it? 

The Witness: I aecepted it, yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Then did you teave the 
conference room ? A. Yes. 

Q. Was that conference room located up on a 
level above the main part of the plant where vou 
worked ? A. It was upstairs. 

@. <As you came downstan's from that conference 
room, did vou have oceasion to come in contact with 
Mr. Ray Cromwell, [210] the superintendent ? 

A. He met us at the bottom of the stairs of the 
main plant. 

Q@. Did he have a conversation with you at that 
time ? 

A. Yes. He asked me what was the trouble, what 
was the decision. I told him. He said I wouldn’t 
have to worry, he would get me before the 45 days 
was Up. 

Q. Wait a minute. When he asked vou what the 
trouble was, what did vou tell him? 
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A. 1 told hnn we were on probation for 45 days. 

Q. Then did he make some statement after you 
told hin that? 

A. Yes, he said he would get me before the 45 
days was up. 

Q. Who was present besides vou and Cromwell 
at that time, if anyone? 

A. Jensen was apparently present, he was com- 
ine down with me. 

@. Now, did von then resume vour work in the 
plant? A. We did. 

Q. Now, before this discharge that you have testi- 
fied about, and reinstatement, you were a C.1.0. mem- 
ber, is that right? A. I was. 

Q. And in addition to being a C.I.O. member, 
had vou been any officer of the C.1.0.? 

A. Shop steward. 

@. In the plant? A. Yes. [211] 

Q. Was anyone else shop steward in the plant 
besides you at that time for the C.1.O.? 

Yes, there was quite a few of us. 

How many of you? Will you name them? 
Can IT name them? 

Yes. 


Oro Pp 


A. The ones that were discharged were all shop 
stewards. 

Mi. Cannon: He didn’t ask you that. 

Trial Examiner batten: That last phrase ming 
be stricken. The thing is ¢an vou name the other 
stewards. 

The Witness: Yes. There was Lawrence Wiley, 


Lo 
A 
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there was Tvan Jensen, and Mr. Martin T spoke of, 
and myself. Of course, there were more. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Mr. George, in your prev- 
ious mention of Wiley T notice you referred to him 
as Clarence Wiley, and now you referred to a Law- 
rence Wiley. A. That is the same person. 

Q. The correct name is Lawrence Wiley? 

A. Yes. 

Mr. Ryan: Will counsel stipulate the election held 
by the National Labor Relations Board was held 
on September 9, 1941 ? 

Mr. Cannon: I will take your statement it was 
so held, and subject to correction, if it is shown to 
have been a different date. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): After that election, within 
the next couple of months or so, was a contract, to 
vour knowledge, entered into between the company 
and the C.E.A.? A. Yes. 

@. Were vou advised it was a closed shop con- 
tract? A. Yes, we were advised. 

Q. After that contract was entered into, did 
Cromwell have a conversation with you about vour 
joining the C.E.A.? 

A. We were sent to the C.H.A. office, to join the 
C.B.A. 

Q. By whom? A. By Cromwell. [214] 

Q. Would that have been within a few davs or so 
after the contract was made effective ? 

A. It was after the contract was signed, | think. 

Ome!) you tell ws how that canie about, that 
Cromwell sent you over to the C.E.A. office? 
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A. Yes. We were told to go to the C.E.A. office— 

Q. First ef all, vou had to come m contact with 
one another, Ma. Croniwell with vou or you with him, 
to tell vou either personally or by his agent. How did 
it happen ? 

A. As [ recall, Ins office boy—the fellow in the 
office with him came and told us Mr. Cromwell 
wanted to see us. And he sent us on over to the 
C.E.A. office. That is the usual procedure for notify- 
ng us. 

Q. After the boy came from Cromwell, to tell 
you to come to Cromwell’s office, did vou go to Crom- 


well’s office ? am Wes: 

Q. Who went there besides vou, if anyone? 

A. Ivan Jensen, Gus Palm, Sidney Steinberg, 
and I think there was a Bill Pope. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Bill Pope? 

The Witness: Yes. 

Mir. Ryan: Those were all employees. 

Max. Cannon: Stein, Pope, and who else? 

The Witness: Sidney Steinberg, Gus Palm, Ivan 
Jensen, Bill Pope, and myself. [215] 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Did Cromwell make some 
statement to vou, na group, after vou got in there? 

A. He told us to go—after we got there he told 
us to go on over to the C.E.A. office, which was Jo- 
‘ated on Avenue 33. 

Q. What did he say vou should go over there for, 
if anything? Did he explain? 

A. He explained about to sign up. T don’t remem- 
ber what he explained about. We were to go over 
there to sign up, and become members. 
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Q. Of the C.K.A.? Re Yes: 

Q. About what time of day was this when he 
called you into his office ? 

A. Well, it was in the morning, in the fore part 
of the morning. 

Q. Was it during your working shift? 

N, Fes. 

Q@. Were you at your job working when this boy 
had come out from Croniwell’s office to tell vou that 
Cromwell] wanted to see you? A. I was. 

Q. After Cromwell had called you and told you 
what you related, did you go to the C.E.A. office? 

Zee did. 

Q. Did vou leave immediately from Cromwell’s 
office to go [216] over to the C.H.A. office? 

A. Yes. 

Q. About how far was the C.E.A. office at that 
time from the plant? 

A. Well, it was about a block, I would sav. Now 
it is directly across the street almost. 


Q. Now? A. Yes. 
@. I am asking you about where it was at that 
time. A. It was about a block. 


Mr. Cannon: It is the same place now it has 
always been; isn’t that right? 

The Witness: That is right. The building has 
evrown, 

QQ) (by Mr. Ryan): The plant building has 
erown in such a way part of it is directly opposite 
from the office? A. Wess 

@. Well, when vou got over to the office, C.E.A. 
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office, whom did vou find there, if anyone, in the 
office ? 

A. Bob Cannon and Ned Mandella. T think Pete 
Vitale wags there. 

Q. Now, will vou tell us what was said and done 
there and by whom, if anyone, if anything? 

A. Weil, we were told to wait out in the front 
vard: they were taking in one at a time. 

f think Gus Palm was taken in first. And he was 
in [217] there for a few minutes and he came back 
out, and he said they had fired him. 

So then Steinberg was called in. He went through 
the same procedure. When he came back out he was 
fired. 

Q. Is that what he said? 

A. That is what he said. And then T was called im, 
and when I got in, why, Robert Cannon and Ned 
Mandella told me to sign up and go back to work, 
see. But after what had happened to the other fellows 
T figured if I signed 

My. Cannon: Just a minute. I move to strike that 
out, 

Trial Examiner Batten: It may be stricken. You 
tell us what was said and what was done. Tell us 
What von said and what thev said. 

The Witness: They told me to sign up and go on 


back. [ said no, T wouldn’t sign because the way I 
understood it if T signed T was throwing myself at 
the merey of the hoard of directors. [ knew what 
would happen then: they would fire me. 

Mr. Cannon: IT objcet to that— 

Trial Examiner Batten: Did you tell them that? 
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The Witness: [ told him J wouldn’t do that. 

Trial Examiner Batten: My statement to you a 
minute ago was: You tell us what you said and what 
they said, not what went on inside your mind. Tell 
us what the conversation was. 

The Witness: J told them 1 refused to sign he- 
cause the [218] other two fellows had already been 
fired, 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Did they say anything fur- 
ther to you, Mr. George? 

A. They told me I wouldn’t be fired, to go ahead 
and sien and go back to work. I told them no. 

Q. When you refer to ‘they’, who are you re- 
fermng to? 

A. Tam referring to Ned Mandella, Robert Can- 
non and Pete Vitale. 

Q. Who was Pete Vitale? 

A. He was a member of the board. 

Q. Of directors? A. Yes. 

Q. Of the Cannon Emplovees’ Association ? 

me NCS. 

Q. You referred to Robert Cannon. Do you refer 
to the same person who ts here present at the counsel 
table? A. That is right, ves. 

Q. The son of James Cannon? 

A. Yes; vice-president. 

Q. Can vou relate any further conversation vou 
had on that occasion ? 

A. Well, I was sent back outside when T refused 
to sign. And then T don’t recall—I don’t know what 
went on inside the building then. 

Q. Of course not. [219] 
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A. We were galled in and told té sign amd go 
back to work, even the ones that had been discharged 
previously that morning. 

Me. Cannon: Elow long was that attemnvard® 

The Witness: The same time we were down there. 
We waited outside in the vard while they condueted 
the business inside. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Then you were all @ulled 
back ? 

A. We were all called back in and were signed 
up, and went back to work. 

Trial Exannner Batten: You were all signed up 
and went back to work ? 

The Witness: Yes. 

Q. (By My. Ryan): When von say you signed 
up, do you have referenee to membership cards for 
the CEA” 

A. Membership cards, and the slip to withhold 
our dues. 

Q. You understand when I say the C.E.A. I am 
referring to the Cannon Employees’ Association ? 

XN. ‘Phage. 

Trial Examiner Batten: When you say a slip on 
your dues, was that on the same shp vou signed— 

The Witness: No, it was a separate slip. 

Trial Examiner Batten: A separate slip? 

The Witness: Yes. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Were vou given both 
ships at [220] the same time? 

The Witness: Yes. 


Q. (by AD. Ryan): Was that an authoreemen 
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to have your dues checked off by the company, under 
a closed shop contract ? A. Yes. 

Q. About how long were you away from work 
as a result of this proceeding ? 

A. Oh, a couple of hours, I would say. 

Q. Did you lose any pay as a result of that? 

ae. No. 

Q. Asa result of being absent from work on that 
occasion ? A. No. 

Q. After that did you ever attend anv C.H.A. 
meetings ? A. T did not. 

Q. By the way, at the time you signed up on this 
occasion vou were down at the C.E.A. office with 
these other fellows you named, in addition to sign- 
ing up with the C.E.A. and signing the check or 
ship, did you receive a C.E.A. button? 

A. We did. 

Q. Mandella and the others there gave vou C.E.A. 
buttons to wear? A. Yes. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Did the witness tell us 
when this occurred ? 

Ma. Ryan: He said it took place within a few 
days of [221] the execution of the closed shop con- 
tract, as I recall. 

The Witness: J think it was a few days. It was 
some time after that, how long I don’t know. 

@. (By My. Ryan): Did you continue to be a 
member of the C.1.0. ? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, Mr. George, was your employment sub- 
sequently terminated by the company about March 
or April of 1942? A. Yes: 
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QM. And about two months before it terminated 
did vou have a conversation with Mr. Cromwell ? 

Mr. Cannon: About two months before? 

Mr. Ryan: Before his termination m March or 
April of 1942. 

Q. Cs8y Ma. Ryan): Did you have a Comversanion 
with Mr. Cromwell in the cafeteria ? A. J dad: 

Q. Will you tell us about what time of day it 
was ? 


A. [t was at noon during our lunch hour. 

Q. Did it take place at a dining table? 

Ae -lisdnd:, 

Q@. Was anyone present, other than vou and 
Cromwell ? A. No, just him and I. 


Q. Will vou relate the conversation? 

A. Well, he called me over to his table and asked 
me to sit [222] down. He asked me how T was getting 
along, and thines like that. Then he asked me about 
a My. Conley that is vice-president of the C.T.O., 
State C.1.0. He asked me about a fellow by the name 
of Harry Bridges. 

Q. What did he say? 

A. He asked me if T knew them. I said ves. He 
asked me what kind of people they were. T told him 
I had met both of them and they seemed to me like 
they were nice fellows. He got mad. He always got 
mad every time von mentioned anything good about 
the C.T.O. 

Mr. Cannon: May T have my running objeetion 
to this as beme hearsay and not within the issues 
of the case? 
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Trial Examiner Batten: Yes. You tell us what 
he said. That is what we are interested in. 

Mr. Cannon: You say he was mad ? 

The Witness: He got mad and said we would all 
get our heads cut off some day. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Is that all of his conversa- 
tion, as you recall it? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, two or three weeks before your termina- 
tion of employment in March or April of 1942, did 
vou have a conversation with Myr. Johnny Gibson ? 

A. I did. 

Q. Will you tell us who Johnny Gibson was, and 
is? [223] 

A. He is an emplovee of the company. At that 
time he was chairman of the Grievance Committee 
of the C.E.A., Cannon Employees’ Association. 

Q. Where did that conversation take place? 

A. It took place in the cafeteria after working 
time. We had just quit. 

Q. The shift had just ended? 

A. ‘The day shift had just ended. We were drink- 
ing coffee. 

@. You and Gibson were drinking coffee in the 
cafeteria ? A. Yes. 

@. Is this a cafeteria located there at the com- 
pany’s plant? a Lt Is. 

Q. Did you and Gibson have a conversation ? 

A. We had a conversation about a girl by the 
name of Elsie Monjar. 

@. And was anyone present other than vou and 
Mi. Gibson ? 
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A. Not at that particular time. There were others 
around there. 

Q. Who was Elsie Monjar ? 

A. She was an emplovee of the company. 

(. Was she, to your knowledge, an active C.T.O. 
meinber ? A. She was a member of the C.1.0. 

Q. The same organization vou belonged to? 

A. The same organization. 

Q. What was the conversation about? Will vou 
relate the [224] conversation ? 

Mr. Cannon: May Ihave a running objection 
this as being hearsay and being out of the presence 
of the management or the respondents, and not made 
an issue in this case? 

TMial Examiner Batten: Yes, you may have an 
objection. T will determine, after the witness states 
the conversation, whether it has any hearing on the 
issues here. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Wil vou relate the conuem 
sation ? 

A. He told me that Bereznak and Vitale wer 
framing Elsie Monjar, to get rid of her, to fire her. 

Q. Thereafter, later that day or the next day, did 
vou see Klsie Monjar? 

K. The fext day at mopteal Ranier 

Q. Did vou have a conversation with her? 

A. [told her exactly— 

Q. Where did the conversation take place? 

A. It took place in the main building, the maim 
department there as yon go imside the building. 

Q. By the way, these two people that Gibsen 
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mentioned, namely, Vitale and Berezenak, were they 
both officers of the C.F.A.? 

A. Yes. Bereznak was seeretary and T believe 
Vitale was a member of the Board of Directors. 

Q. Going to the conversation with Elsie Monjar, 
Was anyone present other than you and Miss Monjar 
on that occasion ? [225] 

A. “There must have been, but I didn’t pay any 
attention, I guess. 

Q. Will vou tell us what vou said and what she 
said ? 

Mr. Cannon: May T have the same objection to 
that conversation? 

Trial Examiner Batten: You may have the same 
objection. 

The Witness: I told her what had been related 
tome by Mr. Gibson at the cafeteria the night before, 
that they were framing her and were going to try 
to get her fired. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Did she sav anything? 

A. Not that I reeall. 

Q. Now, within a half hour or so after vou had 
talked to Elsie Monjar in this conversation vou have 
just related, were you called into the conference 
room of the company ? 

A. Iwas. I don’t know whether it was that same 
day or the next dav following that T was called into 
the conference room again. 

@. Will you tell us who called you in there? 

A. I believe the office boy notified me again to 
come to the conference room. 

Q. Whose office hoy? A. Cromvwell’s. 
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Q. Superintendent Cromwell ? A. YS 
Q. Were you called away from your work ? [226] 
oy. “Oe. 

Q). Did vou go to the conference room ? 

Sp A did: 

Q. When vou got there, who was there, if anyone? 
A. All the board of directors of the— 


Of the Cannon Employees” Association ? 


~ 
—_ 


A, —the Cannon Hmployees’ Association and 
Cromwell. T think Renter was there. 

Q. Who was Renter’? 

A. TP believe he was personnel manager for the 
company. 

QO. “Seer the compan A. “Wer 

Q. Did you mention Cromwell was present ? 

A. Yes, he did the talking. 

Q. When vou got there, who made any state- 
ments to you? 

A. Raymond Cromwell, the supermtendent. 

Q. Were vou advised as to why vou were being 
ealled 1m there? A. Yesphe told ate. 

Q. Wat didhe say? 

A. He told me | was being called in, they wanted 
to know who told me that Elsie was framed. So not 
knowme Caibson | didn’t want to cause him— 

Mr. Cannon: [ move to strike that ont for the 
reason it ois argumentative. 

Trial foxaminer Batten: It may be stricken, Tell 
us What [227] was said and what avras done. 

Q@. (By Mr. Ryan): What did von sav when 
asked vou— 


A. 1 told him the ewuilty party was there, | didn't 
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want to put my finger on anybody; let them ac- 
knowledge it themselves. 

Q. Was Johnny Gibson present ? 

A. He was present. | didn’t know what kind of 
a fellow he was. T knew anv time you implicated 
anyone else out there someone got fired, so T didn’t 
tell them. I told them T wanted advice of counsel. 

Mr. Cannon: T move to strike that out. 

Trial Examiner Batten: That last phrase may he 
stricken. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Mr. George, have you told 
us all of your reply to that? 

A. TI told him T wanted advice of counsel. They 
said they would give me until 2:00 o’clock the next 
dav to get it. 

Q. Then you left the conference room; did vou? 

A. T did. That evening after work I went to see 
the lawyer at the C.1.0. Building. He told me about 
the only thing IT could do was make an affidavit of 
the conversation held in the cafeteria and give it to 
them. 

Q. Did you make an affidavit? 

A. J did. Ivan Jensen and T went to the Notary 
Public and made the affidavit. 

@. The next day at 2:00 o’clock did vou go back 
to the conference room? [228] 

A. I was ealled back in again. 

@. Who called vou in on that occasion? 

A. The office boy. 

Q. Cromwell’s office hoy ? A. Yes. 

Mr. Cannon: Who called him? 

Mr. Ryan: Cromwell’s office boy. 
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The Witness: It would save a lot of time if I 
could tell his name. Howard something. 

Mr. Cannon: Is it Howard Jorgensen ? 

The Wiese: “Sha is Fielit. 

QO. (By My. Ryan): About what time were you 
called in then, around 2:00 o'clock ? A. Yes. 

QO gine at teroon,! A. Wes. 

@. Who was present on that occasion ? 

A. Phe same ones that were present at the first 
one, all the Board of Directors. Cromwell. the lawyer 
for the iw. 

Q. Who was with vou. if anvone? Was anyone 
with vou? K.. Na one. 

@. Who opened the conversation on that oecas- 
ion ? 

A. T think on this occasion Lewis of the C.E.A, 
opened it this time, [229] 

Mi: Gannon: He isa lawyer? 

he Watiiess: laawyel (Gi 1i¢ Cale 2: 

wit Rivan: Joc Lewes, 

0. (By Mia. Ryan): Do vou recall whathe saga 

A. We got up and read off a bunch of chamegs 
which included practically the whole by-laws and 
constitution of the Cannon Emiplovees’ Association. 

(). Was he reading from the Cannon Employees’ 
Association by-laws ? A. Nes: 

QM. Conld vou see what he was reading from ? 

A. Yes, he was reading from the by-laws. 

. By-laws of the Gai e.? A. Yes 

@. How long did it take him te read the charges ? 

dh. Justa few minutes; 
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Q@. Were you accused of violating the by-laws of 
the C.H.A.? 

A. «es, | was accused of vielating practically 
everything. 

@. In substance, can vou relate what he was 
charging you with? 

A. He was charging me with—TI can’t sav right 
now. I would have to read them by-laws again: it. 
practically covered everything. 

@. He aceused you of violating them and pro- 
ceeded to read [230] the by-laws? A. Yes. 

@. Did he explain how vou had violated them? 

A. No, he didn’t explain how I had violated them. 
IT was just chareed. 

@. Then were you asked to make any statement ? 

A. I was asked to tell who it was that told me, 
the conversation I had with Gibson. So I give them 
the notarized statement T had made the night before. 

@. Whom did vou give it to? 

A. TI just laid it ont on the table: Cromwell took 
mi, | think. 

Trial Examiner Batten: You will have to keep 
your voice up. What. did you say there at the last? 

The Witness: T laid the affidavits out on the table. 
IT think Cromwell picked them up. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Did vou reecive the affidavit 
back? Was it returned to you? 

A. Lewis kept one; I had two. 

Q. Lewis kept one, and who kept the other? 

A. I think IT kept the other. 

Q. In substance, did it relate to this matter of 
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the Monjar incident and your conversation with Gib- 
son about Monjar? A. Yes. 

ce RP RP ae 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Will vou relate what was 
said and done after vou had turned vour affidavit 
over to Mi. Lewis there and to Mr. Cromwell? 

Mr. Cannon: “Not to Mr. Cromwell. 

Q. (3y Mr. Ryan): Or laid it on the dese I 
euess that is what vou said. 

A. Then it was passed around and they appar- 
ently all read it. Gibson demied it. Cromwell told me 
to go on back down to work. 

@. And vou did? [232] NS edie 

Q. Now, about a week following that conference 
did vou again have a conversation with Mr. Crom- 
well, Superintendent Cromwell ? 

A. Yes. After that IT was called into the office 
again by the office boy and Myr. Cromwell told me— 
handed me my check and said T was being fired. 

Q. Mr. George, was that, to the best of vour 
recollection, about a week after vou had been up to 
the conference room ? 

A. T think it was about a week later. It wasnt 
much longer than that, if any. 

Q. Were vou at your job working when vou were 
called into Cromwell's office wpon this occasion ? 

A. I was. 

Q. When vou got to Cromwell's office was anvone 
there other than Cromwell and vou, that vou can 
recall? 

A. Yes, the office was-full but T don?t reeall tiem 


Names, 


Cannon Manufacturing Corp., ct al. 251. 


(‘Testimony of Alvin lL. George.) 

@. Full of people? 

A. The foreman of the die cast machine—tool 
room, and two or three others. 

Mr. Cannon: Is that when you were fired? 

The Witness: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Do you reeall the names of 
the foremen that were present? 

A. TI ean’t right now. T could find out. T don’t 
know exactly the names of them. [233 

Q. What time of day was it? 

A. Jn the afternoon. 

Q. Was vour shift over? A. No. 

@. Will you state what was said there in the 
office of Mr. Cromwell and by whom, on that oc- 
casion? 

A. He said I was being fired—handed me a cheek. 
T said, ‘‘What am T being fired for?”’ 

He said, ‘‘Spreading false rumors.”’ 

Q. Did anyone else say anvthing? 

A. Not then. T went back out to get my tools. 
When I went out to get my tools my foreman, who 
is Henry Hintemeyer— 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Mr. Hintemeyer was the 
foreman of the department in which you worked? 

A. He was. 

Q. What department was that, on that oceasion ? 

A. That was in the machine shop. T was in the 
automatic department on ice cream machines. 


Q. Was he foreman of the automatic depart- 
ment ? A. Yes. 
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©. Who was the foreman of the whole tiaehine 
shop! 

A. THe was foreman of the whole machine shop. 

Q. When you left Cromwell's office did vou retin 
to ver machine there in the shop ? 

A. Laeturned to get my tools, ves, sir. 

Q. Was it there that ven had the conversation 
with Hintemeret ? A. Tt ois. 

QO. Tid he come up to you there? 

A. He came up te me and asked me what was 
the matter. T told him To was heine fired—T was fired. 

Hfeasked me what for.and T told lim for spreading 
flee vimers, they said, 

So lie satd he wanted me ta know he didn’t have 
nuvthing te de with it and he was gome to tell Crom- 
well that he wasn’t having anvthinge to do with it. I 
was a good worker and whatever Cromwell did he 
did on his own, he had nothine to do with [235%] it. 

+ = & & F236] 

Q. Wave vou related all the conversation with 
View Hintemever? *». FT im, 

@. “Then after he had talked t tom did aa 
mever léave and go to Cramwell’s offices % 

\. Yes 

QO. Did vou see dim eo inte Cromwell’s offiee? 

ve, 

0 Phen did he come back te von ina few min- 
Tire 

A. We came baek and told me he told him dhe 
wasnt going 10 have anvthing to do with mv die 


charac, 
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Q. He said that to you, that he had told Cromwell 


feat [237 | ee As) 
@. Then did vou leave the plant? Ne IL lige 
@. Have vou ever worked for Cannon Manufac- 
turing Corporation since that day? A. NG: 
Q. Or Cannon Electric Development Company? 
Ey NO, 
Q. Hither of those two companies ? 
A. No. 


Q. I believe vou stated that vou continued in the 
C.1.O. up to the time of your final discharge; is 
moat vicht ? A. Yes. 

Q. Even though you had to belong to the C.FE.A,, 
under the closed shop contract? 

Ree iat is right. 

Mr. Ryan: Miss Reporter, will you mark this 
Board’s exhibit next in order, please ? 


(Thereupon, the document referred to was 
marked as Board’s Exhibit No. 31, for identifica- 
tion.) 


M1. Ryan: JT have had marked as Board’s Exhibit 
®1 for identification what purports to be a copy of a 
petition for investigation and certification of repre- 
sentatives, pursuant [240] to Section 9(¢) of the 
National Labor Relations Act, in the matter of Can- 
non Electric Development Company and Cannon 
Manufacturing Corporation and Cannon Employees’ 
Association, Case No. 21-R-1354, and dated June 9, 
1941. I show it to counsel and ask for a stipulation 
that that is a copy of the petition which was filed by 
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the Cannon Emplovees’ Association on the date it 
hears. 

Mr. Cannou: If it comes from your files T will 
sav ves, [so stipulate. 

Mr. Rvan: TJ offer the copy in evidence. 

Trial Examimer Batten: What is the purpose or 
this ? 

Mr. Rvan: Tt is part of the history leading up to 
the first National Labor Relations Board election. 
Tt was on the petition the election was held. T can 
introduce it by reference, but T thought perhaps it 
would be well to have a copy in the record. 

Trial Kxaminet* Batten: You “vill not mee@d te 
provide a duplicate, that is, as far as the record is 
concerned. Tt will be received. 


(Thereupon, the document heretofore marked 
for identification as Board’s Exhibit No. 31, 
was received in evidenee.) 


Q. (By Mm Ryan): ‘Now, this morimic, Ae 
George, you referred to a settlement of the strike 
which oceurred on about September 2, 1941, when 
you were telling about the strike [241] this morning. 

Mr. Ryan: Please mark this document, Miss Re- 
porter, as Board’s exlubit next in order. 


(Thereupon, the document referred to was 
marked as Board’s Exhibit No. 32, for identificea- 
tion.) 


Mr. Rvan: T have had marked as Board’s Ex- 
Inbit 32, for identification, a doeument entitled 
‘United States of America, Before the National 
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Labor Relations Board, Twenty-First Region, In the 
Matter of Cannon Manufacturing Corporation and 
Cannon Employees’ Association, Case No, 21-R-1354. 
Strike Settlement Agreement,’’? purporting to bear 
the signatures of James H. Cannon for the Cannon 
Manufacturing Corporation, and United Electrical, 
Radio and Machine Workers of America, Local 1421, 
C.1.0., by Ralph Dawson, and approved by Wilham 
R. Walsh, Director of the Twenty-First Region of 
ihe Nartonal abhor Relations Board, and by H. C. 
Malcolm, Concihation Service, Department of Labor, 
and George B. Roberts, Office of Production Man- 
agement. 

T might say attached to the two-page document | 
have just deseribed is another document entitled 
“Agreement Consent Hlection,’’ and it appears to he 
a separate document but a part of the complete 
transaction. They are both referring to the same 
transaction. J show it to counsel. 

Mr. Cannon: T have no objection to its going 
in evidence. [242] 

Trial Examiner Batten: There being no objec- 
tion it will be received. 


(Thereupon, the document heretofore marked 
as Board’s ExInhit No. 32, for identification, 
was received in evidence.) 


Trial Examiner Batten: You do not need to fir- 
nish a dupheate of that. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Now, Mr. George, in your 
testimony this morning about the hearing arbitra- 
tion proceeding which you attended shortly after vou 
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retiirned te work after the strike, do won reeall wor 
teetiniens i that reward this qerning? 
\. VR 
©. You stated that von were called in the arbitra 
tion heartne ream and advised there von were being 


returned to worl: on 40 days’ probation? 
A. Thateis mel. 


“+ + * & (243 ]] 
(roxss-leNarination 


QM. Civ Mar. Cannery: When vou first wet 1 
work for Cannon's, [244] what were vou doing? 
A. Carpenter’s helper, 
J) Seraping a limat ? Ah, “Wee, 
QM. And who was vour immediate superor then? 
A. Well To stppese the carpenter over me Was, 
o. Whot A. 4 dent lcwtiw ie 1th 
QQ. Did von have someone there supervising your 
Work as vou seraped that boat? 
AJ Ma Cannan there was the only one that Sard 
auvthing about the work, 
() Von ameéan lames PL. Cannon ? A. Yi 
QM. Tomean he wasu't standing there while wor 
were seromaine the boat? 
\. Nobody stood there and watehed me serape 


das Jeevsut, 
s» + ss © [as | 


LAW RiGee Yl. Waele, 
pom ithess called by and on behalf of the Nation 


a 


Later Relations Moard, beme first duly sworn. 
Saumned and testified as follows: [305] 
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Direct Examination 

Q. Were you ever employed by Cannon Manu- 
facturing Corporation 2 A. Yes, T was. 

Q. When were vou first emploved by that com- 
pany? A. he latter summer months of 1940, 

Trial Examiner Batten: Mr. Wiley, would vou 
just speak a little louder, please ? [306] 

@. (By Mr. Rvan): In what capacity were you 
employed ? 

A. Experimental layout on drill press. 

Q. On drill presses? A. Yes. 

Q. Are vou still employed by the company ? 

un. No, 1 am not. 

@. When was your last employment, approxi- 


mately ? 
A. Either October or November of 1941. 
Q. 1941? A. Yes. 


QO. My. Wiley, who was your supervisor while 
you were employed by the company? 

A. 1 don’t recall, all I can remember is White. 

@. His name was White? 

R. Yes; nickname. 

Q. What department was he supervisor over? 

fe rm! press. 

Q. Would he be the foreman of the dvill press 
department ? A. Yes. 

Trial Examiner Batten: That was on the day 
elmer, Ma. Wiley? 

Mies Witness: Day shift. 
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QM. (By Mr Ryan): Did vou have the same 
supervisor all the time you were employed ? 

A. No, [ had one before that, T can’t recall his 
name. [307] 

Q. When vou first went to work for the com- 
pany ? A. TI believe it was Herb Elgin. 

Q. Now, in the early part of 1941 I ask yon 
whether or not it came to your attention that an 
employees’ organization by the name of Cannon 
Kmployees Recreation Association was being formed 
in the plant? 

A. Yes, it was in the early part of January. 

@. 19412 A. Yes, 

Q. By what means did it first come to your at- 
tention that such an organization was being formed ? 

A. When I took a week’s leave of absence and 
vot married. When I came back Mandella had a 
petition in the tool crib window to join the recrea- 
tional activities and form a club for recreation and 
activities for athleties. 

Q. You say it was right after you came back 
from bemg married ? A. Yes. 

Q. Can you remember the date of your mar- 
riage ¢ A. It was the 26th of January. 

Q. 1941? A. Wee 
ee i ee 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Mr. Wiley, did you go to 
the tool erib about a week after you got back and 
see this Mandella? 

A. Yes, TI went to the tool crib four or five times 


a day. 
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Q. For what purpose ? 

A. To check tools out. 

Q. or use on the job? 

A. For use on the job. 

Q. Did you have a conversation with Mandella 
then ? A. en did. 

Q. Did this first conversation regarding the 
Recreation Association take place about a week 
after vou returned from being married 2 

A. It was sooner than that. It was about the 
next day. He had quite a list of names when I came 
back. He approached me on the subject of joining 
and he explained to me it was to be a recreation 
club for athletics, so IT joined. 

Q. Did he have a sheet of paper there, you say, 
or a petition ? 

A. Jt was a sheet of paper, to sign. 

Q. Where was this petition? 

A. In the tool crib window. 

@. The window where you went up to get your 
tools? [309] A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Was it posted there? 

A. It was laving on the bench. 


@. On the bench? A. Yes. 
Q. Did this petition have a list of employees’ 
names on it? Hw Wes, it did. 


@. After Mandella had made his statement to 
you as to what the organization was for, did you 
make any statement? 

Mr. Cannon: May I have my running objection 
to this, as being hearsay ? 
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Trial Examiner Batten: You may have the same 
objection to this Mandella conversation as you had 
with respect to George's testimony. 

Ni. Cannon: hank you. 

@ (By Mot Ryan): Did you iitake airy Siaae- 
ments during that conversation ? 

A. No. | thought it was a good idea to have 
something like that in a company that size. 

Mr. Cannon: I move to strike it out as lis own 
conclusion, unless Mr. Mandella told him that. 

Q. (By Mi. Rwan): Did you say that te Man- 
della ? 

Tinal Kxaminer Batten: L thimkehe ean sic 
that he thought it would be a good idea, and he 
signed it. I don’t see anything wrong with that [310] 
Ts that the fact, Wr. Wiley? 

The Witness: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): About what time of day 
was this, vine Wiley? 

A. It was in the morning. IT don’t exactly recol- 
leet. 

Q. Was it during your working hours? 

A. Yee 

Q. Was it during Mandella’s working hours ? 

AY ONG 

Q. After signing up with the Association that 
Mandela told you about, did yon take any further 
part in the Reereation Association ? 

iw Not rightat thet present time, 

Q. How long after that was it that you and 
Mandella had further conversations, 1f ever, about 
the Association ? 
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A. It was when the election was coming up for 
officers in the organization. 

Q. About how long was that after you had your 
conversation with Mandella, that you have already 
testified to? A. About two weeks. 

Q. About two weeks. How did it come to your 
attention that an election was going to be held in 
connection with this Association ? 

A. He picked so many people out of each de- 
partment and posted them on the bulletin board, 
and wanted people to elect [811] president, vice- 
president and so on, and a board of directors. 

@. Mandella did? A. Mandella. 

Q. Did you sce him put the names on the board ? 

A. I didn’t see him put them on, but I saw the 
hames up there afterwards. 

Q. How did it come to your attention as to how 
they got there? 

A. Mandella told me how he put them up there. 
He took so many people out of each department. 

Q. He picked the names of so many people and 


put them on the board ? A. Yes. 
Q. ‘Then was an election held shortly after those 
Names appeared ? A. Yes, sir. 


Q. By the way, where were those names written ? 

A. ‘They were typewritten on a piece of paper 
and posted on the bulletin board. 

@. Company bulletin board in the shop ? 

A. Yes, right next to Cromwell’s office. 

@. How long did the hst of names remain on the 
bulletin board, approximately ? 
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A. T imagine a week. 

Q. About a week? [312] & Yes. 

Q. Was the election held during that week then 
to decide which of them would become officers of 
this Association ? A. he first election was. 

Q. The first election was, you say, held during 
that week ? A. Yes. 

Q. Will you deseribe how the mechanics of the 
holding of that election were conducted ? 

A. The first two or three highest out of the shop 
was put in as—for the next election. And they were 
chosen and put on the bulletin board. They had a 
run-off election for the finals 

Q. Yes, but how was the vote taken in that first 


election ? 

A. {t was taken by ballot in a ballot box. I think 
it was off a mimeographed sheet of paper, giving 
the naines, if IT am not mistaken. 

Q. The names of the candidates? 

A. Candidates. And they were put in a ballot 
box and then counted later. 

Q. Was the ballot a mimeographed ballot, you 
sav ? A. I believe it was. 

Q. Were the names on it, the best you can recall? 

A. I believe so. 

Q. How were those ballots given out to the peo- 
ple who were going to vote on them? [313] 

A. Some of them were passed out among the 
departinents and some were left on a table next to 
the ballot box. 

Q. Where was the ballot box located ? 
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A. In the runway between—well, between the 
plating department and Cromwell’s office. 

Q. How long did the voting hours last? 

A. I imagine all afternoon. 


Q. All afternoon? A. Yes. 

Q. Was that during a working day? 

A. Yes. 

Q. ‘These ballots, after they were distributed to 


the employees, where were they marked. By the 
way, were booths set up in the plant? A. No. 
Q. How would a man vote the ballot after he 
had recerved it? Do you know what mechanics were 
followed in that regard ? 
A. No, I don’t. He just marked his favorite can- 
didate, I imagine, and dropped it in the box. 


Q. Is that what you did? A. “Wes, 
@. And you took it over and dropped it in the 
ballot box ? A. Yes. 


Q. Did vou do that during the working hours? 

A. Yes. [314] 

Q. Did vou observe that was the general prac- 
tice of holding the election? A. Yes. 

Q. After the balloting was completed were the 
votes taken some place and counted ? 

A. Yes, they were taken to a room next to the 
sand blast. 

Oe (by Mt. Ryah): Did you aet as one of 
the tally clerks that counted the ballots? 

Ee ©Yes. 

Q. By the way, who, if any one, stood in charge 
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of the ballot box during the actual voting im the 
hours that it was ieft there? A. No oné 7 gaa: 

@. %It just stood there on a table near Mi 
Cromwell's. office ? A. Yes; sir. 

Q. Who took the ballot box and went over to 
the place where vou did the counting? 

A. It was Ned Mandella, Spencer Messick and 
Harry Dean and [315] myself. 

Q. Were they fellow employees ? a. Mow 

QM. Those other people besides Mandella, had 
they been active in the Association vou were active 
in then, and Mandellag Ay Ye 

Q. They were also leaders, were they, and Man- 
della ? BE. Nes. 

Q. Now, asa result of that voting and the count- 
ing of ballots, who ended up as president of the 
Association ? A. Ned Mandella. 

Q. Who were the other officers that were elected 
at that time? 

A. Spencer Messick, Ray Spoeleman, Robert 
Miller, Harry Dean and Jerry Syphers and myself. 

@. After that election did you thereafter take 
any active part im solicitation for members for the 
Association among the employees in the plant? 

A  Meseelorinde 

Q. Had you done it before the election also? 

KX. No. 

@. After the election that you have just testi- 
fied to, what activity did you engage in, so far as 
solicitation of members was concerned ? 

A. Just contacted people that hadn’t joined the 


Cannon Manufacturing Corp., ct al. 265 


(Testimony of Lawrence M. Wiley.) 
Reereation [316] Association and had them sign 
‘ards, or [ talked to them about signing cards. 

@. Where did you approach these people, to 
eet then to sign cards? 

A. Well, some of it was done on company time 
and some of it was done outside. 

Q. Can you name the departments in which vou 
were active in soliciting membership ? 

A. Drill press, burvring, hand mill, punch press. 

Q. About how many employees did you contact? 

A. Well, I imagine I contacted 20 or 30. There 
was about 40 to 45 in the department. 

Q. What department is that? 

A. Well, that was drill press and burring and 
hand milling. 

@. Did you have cards for this Association, for 
them to sign? A. Yes, we did. [317] 
ay mr Ss ey 

Mr. Ryan: Miss Reporter, will you mark this 
document as Board’s Exhibit next in order? 

(The document referred to was marked as 
Board’s Exhibit No. 34, for identification.) 

Mr. Ryan: JI have had marked as Board’s Ex- 
hibit 34 for identification a eard about 3144 inches 
long and about 2 inches wide with the name ‘‘Can- 
hon Employees Recreation Association’? printed on 
the face of it, together with other matters. 

Deryou care to look at it? 

Mr. Cannon: I saw it. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Mr. Wiley, I show you the 
card and ask vou whether or not that is a eard of 
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the Association about which you have been testi- 
fying? N. Shes. 

(Q). Were those the kind of cards that were cir- 
culated for the employees to sign? 

A. This was the second batch we had printed. 

Q. Were the first ones of similar character? 

A. Yes. The first bunch was similar. 

Q. Was there a difference in them, however? 

A. Yes, they were green. They had round cor- 
ners and Cannon Employees Recreation Association 
was put on the bias instead of straight across, and 
the Cannon emblem was printed in the center. 

Q. The Cannon Company emblem was printed 
m the center? A Yes. 

Trial Kxaminer Batten: Where did you have 
those printed ? 

The Witness: On Ninth Street, between Broad- 
wav and gail. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Is that where you had 
the first ones printed ? 

The Witness: Yes. 

My. Cannon: Broadway between Ninth and 
Tenth ? 

The Witness: On Ninth between Broadway and 
Hill. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): The name of the Associa- 
tion was on the first ones, the same as it is printed 
bere, except the first ones had the name in the shape 
of amy ane? Ae ANSeSs 
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My. Ryan: TI offer in evidence Board’s Exhibit 
34 to show the physical arrangement of the ecard. It 
is the only card I have. 

Trial Examiner Batten: There being: no objec- 
tion it will be received. You don’t need to have a 
duplicate of that, unless, of course, we happen to 
find one. 


(Thereupon, the document, heretofore marked 
as Board’s Exhibit No. 34, for identification, 
was received in evidence.) [319] 


Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Now, Mr. Wiley, when 
you were contacting these employees in connection 
with getting them to sign these Recreation Asso- 
ciation cards you said you contacted some of them 
during working hours. Did you do it right during 
your working hours? A. Yes. 

Q. Over what period of time did you continue 
to be active as a solicitor for that Association ? 


A. Until about the first of April. 
1941 ? ie * Yes, 
Then what did you do? 


> 22 


That was after they decided to incorporate 
into a company union and call it C.E.A. [320] 


Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Myr. Wiley, you did resign 


from the Association about the first of April, you 
sav, 1941? a Ves; Sin, 


Q. Did you thereafter join any labor organiza- 
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tion while you were in the employ of the company ? 

ey.  L jomed (heel O- 

Q. Is that the United Electrical, Radio and Ma- 
chine Workers, C.1.0.? [3821] 

KR. CR TSertietit. 

Q. And about when did you join that organiza- 
tion? A. About the middle part of April. 

Q. Now, of that same year, 1941? 

A. Yi¢Sasit. 

Q. Did you become active in that organization, 
the O.L.0-7 A. Yes, I became shop steward. 

Q. You were appointed shop steward by the 
C.1.0., or were you elected shop steward ? 

A. [was elected shop steward. 

Q. Did vou wear any evidence of your posi- 
tion with the C.1.Q0. while vou were in the shop? 

A. | wore a shop steward badge. 

Q. C.1.0. shop steward badge? Aw Wee 

Q. While you were on the job at Cannon’s? 

aN. «| GS Gi: 

Mr. Cannon: T understand it was a C.J.0.’s shop 
steward badge ? 

‘Phe Witness: Yes. 

Trial Examiner Batten: JI presume when vou 
sav it was C.J.0O. it was the United Hileeiel 
Workers ? 

The Witness: Yes, 

Trial examiner Batten: T think we ought to be 
a hitthe more careful in the use of those two terms, 
because frequently [322] we run into quite some 
difficulty im the record, 
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Now, the witness didn’t wear a C.1.0. shop stew- 
ard button; he wore a U.K. shop steward button; 
isn't that meht correct ? 

The Witness: It didn’t speeify U.E.; it said 
slop steward C.J.0.”’ 

Trial Examiner Batten: ‘‘Shop Steward C.I.0.°’, 
that is the thing I wanted to clear up. 

Qo (By Mr. Ryan): Do you recall that there 
was a campaign carried on then by the C.J.O., to 
organize the employees, to get members among the 
emplovees in the company for the next few months 
following? You joimed prior to an election held 
by the Lahor Board? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, about August 28th or 29th did you have 
occasion to have a conversation with Supermtendent 
Cromwell, in 1941? First of all, I will ask you if 
you remember an incident about August 28th or 
29th when some emplovees came up to you while 
vou were on the job? 

A. Yes, some of the new employees approached 
me about joining the C.I.O. 

Q. While you were on the job? 

A. While f was on the job. 

Q. About how many of them? 

A. There were two. [323] 

Q. They came up to you together or singly? 

A. Singly. 

Q. Was that the only occasion it happened while 
vou were in the employ of the company? 

A. They come back to me two or three times 
during the dav. 
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(). ‘Those same two people? 


A. Those same two people. 

Q. hat particular day? A. Mas 

Q. They were people just hired into the shop? 
A. aes 


Q. Do you recall what their names are? 

A. No, 1 Gaih"teremember. 

Q. Did vou have a conversation with them? 

A. told then IT couldn’t do ansesohiciine on 
company time, and to come sce me after work. But 
they kept persisting, so I gave them a ecard to fill 
out for the U.K. They did it and handed it back 
{to MMe: 

Q. Then at the time that they came up to you, 
was there any one present other than you and these 
couple of fellows? 

A. J was working there with people all around 
me. 

Q@. Within a few minutes thereafter did you 
have occasion to be in Mr. Cromwell's office, the 
superintendent ? 

A. Yes, Cromwell's office boy, Howard, came 
out and said Mr. Cromwell wanted to see me. [324] 

@. About how long was that after you had given 
the C.T.O. cards to these two gentlemen who had 
come to yo and asked for them? 

A. About 10 minutes. 

@. Did vou go to Mr. Cromwell’s office then 
when this boy came and told you he wanted to see 
vou? 


A. Yes, [ went immediately to his offiee. 


=~! 
ped 
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Q. Will you tell us whether any one was in the 
office besides you and Mr. Cromwell ? 

A. Nobody. 

Q. Did you and Cromwe]] have a conversation 
on that occasion ? 

A. Yes. He said I was being: 

Mr. Cannon: My objection goes to this, may it, 
Mr. Commissioner ? 


Trial Examiner Batten: Yes, you may have an 
objection. 

The Witness: He said I was being fired. I 
wanted to know why. He said, ‘‘Because of solicit- 
ing for the union on company time.’’ 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Had you ever done any 
soliciting before that ? A. Not for the C.L.O. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Well, did you have 
anything to say at that time yourself? What did 
you say to him ? 

The Witness: There was nothing T could say. 
said, [325] ‘‘ All right.” 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Did that end the conversa- 
tion? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. What did you then do, leave his office ? 

A. I left his office and packed my tools and left 
the building. 

Q. Now, after you left the building, what did 
you do? 

A. Well, there was two or three others that were 
fired the same day, so I contacted them and we 
talked to Carl Brant. 

®. Who is Carl Brant? 
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A. Carl Brant Was an oreanizer for the CLO. 

(. Who were these two or three others that were 
with vou when you contacted him ? 

A. There was Al George and Frenchy Martin 
and | believe it was Ivan Jensen. 

Mr. Cannon: Al George, Martin and Jensen? 

The Witness: Yes. 

Q. CBy Mr. Ryan): Then within a day or two 
after that did the C.I.0., United Electrical, Radio 
and Machine Workers, take a vote to strike? 

A. Yes, we had a meeting on a Sunday morning. 

@. Following the temnination of your employ- 
ment ? A. Followme the termination. 

@. Was a vote taken there as to ehat action 
the C.1.O. would take? [326] 

A. «A vote was taken to strike. 

Q. ‘Po stTike the: plant? A. Yes. 

Q. Was that strike in connection at all with the 
fact vou had been discharged there ? 

A. 7 beheve the whole thing came up over the 
discharges. 

Q. And the strike was called then for about 
September 2, 1941; is that right ? 

A. That was a Tuesday morning. 

Q. The strike lasted about one dav? 

a One day. 

Q. Then did vou and Al George and these other 
men vou have mentioned return to the employ of 
the company ? A. All but Frenchy Martin. 

(). 1 show you Board’s Exhibit 32, Mr. Wiley, 
and direct vour attention to paragraph No. 2 on the 
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first page, ‘That it is agreed on behalf of the com- 
pany that four of the five discharged employees 
will immediately be returned to work. These em- 
ployees are as follows: Al George, Ivan Jensen, 
Robert Lyles and Lawrence Wiley.”’ 

Is the Lawrenee Wiley referred to therein you ? 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Did you return to work after that strike? 

A. I returned the next morning. 

Q. Were you put back in the same job you had 
had when you [327] were terminated ? 

Ay Yes, sir. 

Q. Before the strike? A. Yes. 

Q. How long did vou continue to work for the 
company after that? 

A. Until one or two days after the election. 

Q. After the National Labor Relations Board 
election on September 9, 1941? A. Yes. 

Q. What did you do then? A. I quit. 

Q. A couple of days after the Labor Board elec- 
tion? Ee Y 8, Sir. 

Q. Have you worked for the company since ? 

Ao NO, Se 

Mr Ryan: That is all. [328] 


Cross-Examination 
* £ & 


Q@. Mr. Wiley, this Recreation Club, the card of 
which has been introduced here, were you on the 
directorate of that? 

A. Yes, I was on the board of direetors. 
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©. Did vou hold any office? 

A. Just the board of directors. 

@. How many other men served with you on 
that directorate ? A. I beheve there were five. 

Q. Those were the men you named a little while 
ago, Jerry Svyphers and some of those men? 

M.. Wes: 

Q. That operated from the time you were con- 
tacted in January of 1941 until April of 1941? 

A. Wesaur 

@. Did you ever hold any meetings of the board 
during that period ? A. Yes, we did. [329] 

Q. Where did vou hold them ? 

A. We had the first meeting at Lewis’ office. 
That was the attorney for the Recreation Associa- 
tion. And the second meeting was held in, I think 
it was called ‘Trolley Cafe, or something, out in 
the north part of town. And then the third meeting 
was at the Itahan Kitchen with Lewis again. 

Q. With Mr. Lewis, the attorney ? 

a,  Neeg 

Q. That is Joseph Lewis? 

A. [believe it is. 

@. The one that has an office over in the Gam 
field Building, anyway ? A. Yes. 

(). [le is now in the service; is he not? 

Ay = Mos, 

Q@. Mr. Wiley, were vou one of the organigem 
of that or was it a corporation, or what was 10? 

H. It was a corporaion, 
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Q. Were you one of the incorporators, or do 
you know? 

A. Yes, T signed the corporation. 

Q. When Mandella first presented this matter to 
you when you first got back in January, 1941, the 
company at that time had not been formed as a 
corporation ? A. No. [330] 

BP BS FS BP 

Q. (By Mr. Cannon): In the questions T pro- 
pounded to vou, with respect to questions T have 
asked you in my cross-examination about the com- 
pany, you understood | had in mind this Cannon 
Kmployees Recreation Association, didn’t you, Myr. 
Wiley? A. Yes. 

@. I meant to have them so apply. Now, was this 
association dissolved, do you know? A. Tees 

Q. What happened to it? 

A. It changed the name fiom Recreation to 
C.H.A. 

Q. Was that done on a vote in Mr. Lewis’ office, 
or do you [331] know? 

A. I was put before the board of directors, and 
the board of directors went in favor of it. That 
is when the C.I.O. was first getting strong and it 
was their contention to keep out the C.I.O. 

@. Did you attend that meeting when the vote 
was taken on this change of name? A wees. 

@. You signed the papers as a director for the 
change of name to C.H.A. or Cannon Employees’ 
Association ? NE NAS Sia 

Q. Who else besides the directors of Cannon 
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Employees’ Association and My. Lewis were pres- 
ent? A. None. 

Q. Were the articles of incorporation, if you 
know, of the Cannon Employees Recreation Asso- 
ciation amended in any other particular than the 


change of name? A. That I couldn’t say. 
Q. You don't remember one way or the other 
on that: do you? A. No. 


Q. During these meetings you held you say 
you only attended three meetings, or was it four 
mectings that you as a directorate attended ? 

A. Outside of membership meetings. [332] 

Q. Well, now, first, T will get into the directors’ 
meetings. You attended three or four directors’ 
meetings ? A. Wes. 

Q. Did you then hold some other membership 
mectings ? 

A. Yes, we had membership meetings. 

Q. Only one. A. We had four or five. 

Q. Where were they held? 

A. Sunday Morning Breakfast Club. 

@. The one on Riverside Drive. 

A. Yes,—no, it isn’t on Riverside Drive. It is 
right off Avenue 26, [ believe. 

(. Now, when vou read the articles of incer- 
poration of this Cannon Emplovees Recreation As- 
sociation they were incorporated as a recreation 
club? KK. Mes. 

(. And Mandella had told vou to use the ree- 
reation ehub; is that wight 

ae inated thir onli 
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@. How is that? A. That and that only. 

Q. <All the time you were connected with it it 
did conduct itself as a recreation club; did it not? 

Ae Vat is true. 

Q. It was conducted as a recreation club during 
the whole [833] time you were doing any soliciting 
for members in the plant for this Association; is 
that correct ? A. Until I resigned in April. 

Q. You resigned right after the Association name 
was changed; is that correct? 

“. That is right. 

Q. Now, this posting you talk about on the bul- 
letin board next to Mr. Cromwell’s office, that bulle- 
tin board was in that same location the entire time 
the company plant No. 2 was in operation; wasn’t 
it? 

A. No, it was changed later. It was changed 
down to the die-cast room later because the time 
clock was changed down there. 

Q. It was moved near the time clock; is that 
correct ? A. Yes. 

Q. When it was over by Cromwell’s office, be- 
tween Cromwell’s office and the plating department, 
that was where the most of the employees passed 
to and from the cafeteria and various places: 
wasn't it? A. That is right. 

Q. It was the most accessible place for persons 
to see bulletins on the bulletin board ? 

A. Yes. 

@. These postings of names that occurred with 
respect to the election of officers and also the elec- 
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tion of directors [354] were from that list? 

KK. es 

Q. Now, that posting @!l cecumread; dideit mor, 
before the change of name to CLEA, ? 

A. Yes, “sir. That Was hem the Regieiign 
Association was first organized. 

Q. That is What I mean. That is the only time 
the postings occurred on there with respect to the 
elections vou have been talking about? 

A. That was the only election held. 

Q. You say it was the only election. You mean 
when the name was changed the same officers and 
hoard of directors just continued on? 

A. Some of them did, and we appointed new 
ones when some of them resigned. 

Q. Tam speaking about where you spoke a little 
while ago about these names being sect up on a list, 
and they voted for some. You virtually had a pri- 
mary and then a run-off; isn’t that correct? 

A. ‘That 1s correct, 

@. That is the election I speak about, where the 
postings occurred on the board. A. Yes. 

Q@. That is where the <Association’s activities 
were recreational m character; is that right? [335] 

”. Yes. 

@. ‘This vote was taken before April: wasn't 1t? 

A. -¥es. 

Moe. Cannon: Whadas all. 

Redirect Examination 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Mr. Wiley, with reference 

to the mectines that you attended as a director of 


Cannon Manufacturing Corn., ct al. yi 8) 
. 3 


(Testimony of Lawrence M. Wiley.) 

this so-called Recreation Association, you say at 
one of those meetings these directors voted to change 
the name from Recreation Association to Cannon 
Emplovees’ Association ? 

A. Yes, sir, that was the last meeting we had 
that I participated in. 

Q. That you attended? A. Yes. 

Q. And it was a vote taken by the directors of 
the Recreation Association that changed the name 
over from Recreation Association to Cannon Km- 
plovees’ Association; 1s that meht ? 

eee titat 1s rictit, 

@. After that you resigned; is that right? 

A. Yes. 

@. Did any of the others resign ? 

A. I believe Harry Dean did, but I wouldn’t 
swear to it. 

@. Ned Mandella continued on? 

A. As president. 

@. He was president of the Recreation Asso- 
ciation when vou [336] were a director of it? 

A. Yes. 

Q. After you voted a change, to change the 
hame over to Cannon Employees’ Association he 


continued as president? A. That is right. 
Q. Without any further election; is that right ? 
i Yes. 

ae Ge Ge ae 


Q. (By Ma. Ryan): The other directors of the 
Recreation Association, with the exception of your- 
self and possibly Dean who may possibly have xe- 
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signed too, according to your memory, the other 
ones continued over as directors of the C.E.A. after 
your vote to change the name? 

A. Yes, they added a few more to it. 

Q. How were they added, do you know? 

A. Ned Mandella just appointed them. 

@. To fill yout vacancies? Aw ~ Yes: 

Q. Now, vou also testified about attending some 
meetings in the early stages there while vou were a 
director of the so-called Recreation Club, in which 
vou took part in the preparation of the articles of 
incorporation; is that right? 

AX. Yessir. [337 | 

Q. And vou had an attorney by the name of 
Lewis? A. Joseph Lewis. 

Q. He was in on these meetings to assist you? 

A. Yes. 


Q. Who selected him? A. Ned Mandella. 
@. Ned Mandella? A. It was his lawyer. 
@. Tt was his lawyer? A. Yes. 

Q. He brought him into the meeting; did he? 


Ke eas 

Q. When vou say he was his lawyer, what do you 
mean by that? 

A. Well, Mandella had had other business with 
him. 

Q. That was your understanding of it? 

mM Ses, 

Q. Did Lewis handle the legal details of having 
the organization ineorporated ? 

A. Yes, he did. 


Cannon Manufacturing Corp.. cb al. 281 


(Testimony of Lawrence M. Wiley.) 

Q. And was there only one incorporation so far 
as vou know ? A. As far as I know. 

Q. Now, did you subsequently receive the articles 
of incorporation for your signature and the sigta- 
ture of the other directors of this Recreation Asso- 
ciation before they were [338] filed with the Secre- 
tary of the State of California ? ‘A. Wess 
Se Gs ae BS 

Mr. Ryan: I think it is a matter we can stipulate 
to, Mr. Cannon, that they were filed with the Secre- 
tary of State of the State of California. 

Mr. Cannon: T assume they were. They were filed, 
weren't they, M1. Wiley ? 

The Witness: Yes, sir. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): And you signed the articles 
of incorporation; did you? A. Yes, sir. 

x * & & [339] 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Mr. Wiley, prior to the first 
Labor Board election, which was held in the plant— 
we are in agreement, IT think it was held on Septem- 
her 9, 1941. Do vou recall that some loud speakers 
were installed at the plant? 

A. There were loud speakers placed on the out- 
side of the plant, but they were also placed on the 
inside. That was at least two months before the strike 
was held. 

Q. Did they remain on the outside of the plant? 

A. They weren't put on the outside of the plant 
until just before the strike. They were on the inside 
two months hefore [840] the strike. 

Q. Where were those located that were placed 
outside the plant? A. On top of the building. 
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Q. The top of the building? A. Plant ?. 

Q. With respect to the street, which side of the 
building were they on? Were they facing the street? 

A. They were facing the street, on the west side. 

Q. CBy Shtia!l aixaiiimer Batten): Thetasis sa 
question. I notice T have a note here. You partici- 
pated in the conference in which the board of direc- 
tors decided to change the name? A. Yes, 

Q. Was Mr. Lewis present at that meeting? 

N. Yeas. 

@. Would vou mind telling me the discussion 
that was had at the meeting, why the name was to 
be changed? What was the purpose of it? 

A. To keep out the C.I.0. 

Q. Tell me the discussion that took place at the 
meeting. Who expressed that view? [344] 

A. Mandella and Spencer Messick, he expressed 
the same opinion. And we all at that time agreed to 
sign over the name and make it into the C.E.A., so 
they went ahead and did it. 

Q. What do you mean to change it over into the 
C.E.A.? What was the difference in the Recreational 
Association and the C.E.A.? What was the difference 
between them? A. Itis a company union. 

@. Tam asking vou what. the difference was be- 
tween the Recreational Association and the C.FE.A., 
except for the name? 

A. There was a lot of difference. One was for 
recreation and the other was brought up to keep 
out the C.T.O. 

Q. How was it to keep out the C.T.0.? 
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A. Byaunion affiliation. 

Q. Well, you mean that you discussed there that 
night the necessity for having a labor organization ? 

A. That is right. 

Q. And was it the thought of the board of dirvec- 
tors there that night, when you organized the C.E.A., 
that vou were then laying the foundation for a labor 
organization ? A. Within the plant, yes, sir. 

Q. Within the plant? A. YS, 

Trial Examiner Batten: I have no further ques- 
tions. 

Mr. Cannon: That is the first discussion that oc- 
curred at all at any of these meetings about a labor 
organization? [345] 

The Witness: That is right. 


Co Ga ES <s 


Trial Examiner Batten: I will ask the witness. 
Was there any other change made except in name? 

The Witness: Not to my reeall. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Did you adopt any new 
by-laws ? 

The Witness: I resigned right after that. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Up to the time vou re- 
siened ? 

The Witness: No, sir. 

Trial Examiner Batten: The only change vou 
know of up to the time you resigned was the change 
in the name; is that right? 

The Witness: That 1s right. 
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CLARENCE JOSEPE ARMANT, 


a witness called by and on behalf of the National 
Labor Relations Board, being first duly sworn, was 
examined and testified as follows: 


Direct Examination 


Q. (By Mir. Ryan): Will vou State son semi 
name, please, My. Armant ? 

A. My name is Clarence Joseph Armant. 

Mr. Rvan: I don’t have the complaint before me, 
Mr. Trial Examiner. How is he hsted? 

Trial Examiner Batten: Clarence only. 

Mr. Cannon: It can be amended, so far as T am 
concerned, 

Trial Examiner Batten: It may be amended then 
to read as the witness has mdicated. 

Mr. Cannon: Yes, that is correct. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Mr. Armant, what is vout 
address ? A. 3818 South Hill Street. 

Q. Were you ever employed by the Cannon Manu- 
facturing Corporation ? A. 1 was. 

Q. When did vou begin to work for that organiza- 
tion? [350] A. I began on May 23) ar 

Q. What was vour first Job with the company? 

A. T was hired as an assembler. 

Mr. Cannon: Assembler? 

The Witness: Yes. 

Q. (By Mv. Ryan): In the assembly depart= 
ment? A. Yes. 

Q. Who was vour foreman ? 

A. Glen MeChine. 

Q. McClung? A. Yes. 
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Q. About how long did you stay on that job? 

A. TI stayed on that job several weeks; IT don’t 
know. 

Q. Then were you transferred to some other job? 

A. Yes, [ was transferred from there into the 
sand blast department. 

Q. How long did you stay in that department ? 

A. IT stayed there several months. 

@. Who were you under there? Who was your 
foreman ? A. Glen MeClung. 

Q. Then were you transferred from the sand blast 
to some other job? 

A. Yes, I was transferred from sand blast to the 
drill presses. 

Q. Who was your foreman there? [351] 

A. Glen McClung. 

@. Was he over all these operations? 

A. He was over this department, department 11, 
ves. 

@. The head of all these operations vou have 
related ? A. Yes. 

Q. From the drill presses were you transferred 
to some other job? 

A. Iwas transferred to a lathe. 

Q. How long did vou continue on the lathe? 

A. I staved there until T was discharged. 

OF When was that, about? 

A. My discharge was about the middle part of 
September, T think, around the 15th, of 1942. 

Trial Examiner Batten: You have the record 
there. Was it on the 15th? 

Mr Cannon: J will find out. 
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Mr. Wileox: The first discharge was May 15, 1942. 
The final discharge was on 9-15-42. 
en 

Q. (By fr. Ryan): Now, Mr Arman alivor 
the time that you were employed, was vour foreman 
Mr. McClung, Glen MeClung? [352] 

A. I don’t think he was, no. I think he was trans- 
ferred on the day shift the last part of the time T 
worked there. I don’t remember how long he was 
my foreman. T know T had two foremen while work- 
ing there. One was MeClung and the other one, I 
don’t recall his name. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Was the second foreman 
there toward the end of vour employment? 

The Witness: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): About how long were vou 
under this other foreman before your final termina- 
tion? A. I don’t remember exactly how long. 

Q. A matter of months? 

A. It was a matter of months, T think. 

Q. After you began vour employment with the 
company did it come to your attention there was an 
organization in the plant by the name of Cannon 
Employees’ Association ? 

A. Yes. J was approached by Ned Mandella, and 
he asked me to join up. 

Q. About how long had you been working when 
Ned Mandella first approached vou about this Em- 
plovees’ Association ? 

A. Well, T had been working—TI don’t know ex- 
actly how Jong T had been working. 

@. Approximately, as best you can recall. 
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A. Several weeks, anyway. 

Q. Where were you on the occasion that Mandella 
brought up [353] the subject of Cannon Employees’ 
Association ? 

A. Iwas working. I think I was in the sand blast 
department then. 

@. Was it during your working hours there at 
the sand blast? A. Yes. 

Q. Did Mandella come up to you while you were 
working? A. Yes, 

@. Was he alone? A. He was; yes, he was. 

Q. Did you have a conversation with him? 

A. I told him— 

Mr. Cannon: May I have my running objection 
on the ground it is hearsay. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Yes. The question 1s, 
did you have a conversation with him at that time he 
talked to you, and did you talk to him? 

The Witness: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): What did he say to you? 

A. He asked me to join the Association that they 
had in the plant and be with the rest of the workers. 
I told him no, I had already joined the C.1.0O. 

Q. Was it the United Electrical, Radio and Ma- 
chine Workers you had joined for the C.I.0.? 

ae Wes. 

Q. What was the rest of the conversation, if any? 

A. That is all there was. He walked away. 

Q. Do vou know whether he had any cards with 
him at the time for this Association ? 


A. I didn’t notice any cards, no. 
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Q. Do you know where he was employed im the 
Hlant at that qyamaenlan stamie y 

A. No. 1 did not even know him. 

Q. You didnt know who he was? 

A. T just knew he was Mandella and he was at 
the head of the union, C.E.A., that they had there. 

Q. That is all the information you had about him 
atthat time? A. Wes. 

Q. Did vou know he didn’t work in vour depart- 
ment ? 

A. Well, T didn’t see him in my department. T 
was on the night shift, the swing shift, and T hadn't 
seen him working during the time I was working. 
T took it for granted he wasn't working there. 

Q. Now, after that were vou approached by him 
acain ? 

A. Well, T had several meetings with Mandella, 
but not in the plant. 

Q. After that? 

A. Later on, yes. Later on, as time went by. 

Q. About the Association? 

A. Yes, about the Association. [355] 

Q. Did he come to you or did you go to nm 
about 1t? 

A. Well, he wanted me—he told me he had some 
charges against me that several of the workers m 
the plant had made, affidavits against me that T had 
made false statements about the C.E.A. and he 
wanted me to appear in answer to the charges. 

Q. [ see. Before we get to that point, when did 
you join the United Electrical, Radio and Machine 
Workers ? 


Cannon Manufacturing Corp., et al. 289 


(Testimony of Clarence Joseph Armant.) 

A. I joined it two or three weeks after T started 
to work at Cannon’s. 

Q. Did you wear any evidence on your person 
that you were a member of that organization ? 

A. I wore a badge at all times. After T joined, 
about two weeks later, I was elected shop steward 
and I wore my shop steward badge. 

A C.I.O. shop steward badge? 

It was C.1.0., yes. 

Were you elected at a C.I.0O. meeting? 

Yes. 

Where was the meeting held? 

Let’s see, I don’t recall whether the first mect- 
ing was at—we moved around. We had three or four 
different meeting places. I just can’t remember ex- 
actly where the first one was. 

@. Around town here some place, anyway? 
Around Los Angeles? [356 | 

A. Yes, it was at some place they had rented. I 
ean’t recall exactly where. 

Q. Some meeting hall the C.I.O. had rented? 

A. Yes. 

Q. In Los Angeles? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, did McClung, your foreman, ever say 
anything to you about your C.I.O. affiliations ? 

A. Yes, he did tell me once— 

Trial Examiner Batten: Let’s find out where 
this was and what time it was. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Approximately when was 
that ? 

A. It was right after the election he told me not 


SS aa 
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to wear the badge any more. He said, ‘‘The election 
is over.”’ He says, ‘‘You better join the C.E.A.”’ 

And he had a pencil and he was knocking on the 
steward badge I had on, and he knocked it on the 
floor and I picked it up. 

And I told him I joined it when I thought it was 
the best time to do so. 

Mr. Cannon: May I have an objection to that 
conversation with McClung, too? 

Trial Examiner Batten: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Did that conversation take 
place in the shop? [357] 

A. In the shop during working time, yes. 

@. During your working time? Ave Mes: 

@. Was any one present, other than vou and 
McClung at that particular time? 

HX. No, gust him and [. 

@. You were at your working place, were you, 
in the shop? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, after the National Labor Relations 

s0ard election, which was held on or about Septem- 
ber 9, 1941, did you thereafter at any time join the 
CiA? 

A. Yes, I did, right after the election T joined. 

Q. Was it after the election or after the C.E.A. 
contract with the company that was entered into 
that vou joined? 

A. Well, it was sometime after the election. I 
don't remember how long, but I know it was after 
the election. 

Q. Did you at any time thereafter, after you did 
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join the C.E.A., run for an election as a member of 
the board of directors of the C.B.A. ? 

A. Yes, I did. 

Q. When was that, about? 

A. That was several months after the first elec- 
tion. 

Q. After the National Labor Relations Board 
election ? A. Yes. 

Mr. Cannon: That is after several months after 
September [358] 9, 1941, I assume? 

The Witness: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): How was the nomination 
effected, so far as yon were concerned ? 

A. I was nominated, and I would say there were 
abont 16 of us nominated, and myself and Floyd 
Cate got the majority of the votes. And we had a 
run-off election between Floyd Cate and myself. 

@. I see. Was there a vacancy on the board at 
the time? A. Yes. 

Q. Can you tell us how the election was con- 
ducted ? 

A. Well, we had the election in the cafeteria on 
the plant’s property, in the plant’s cafeteria. I did 
not work that day. I stayed at the ballot box and I 
counted the ballots. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Was that the final elec- 
tion, the run-off election you were telling us about, 
or was that the first one? 

The Witness: That was the run-off election. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Where was the first election 
held? 

A. The first election was held in the cafeteria, too. 
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Q. How far apart were the two elections, about? 
How much time elapsed between the first election and 
the run-off election ? A. Ivyeally don’t know. 

Q. Could you estimate it, according to your recol- 
lection ? 

Trial Examiner Batten: Was it a week or ten 
days or two weeks or a month? 

The Witness: I can’t. I really don’t know. 

Q. (By My. Ryan): The first election was also 
conducted in the cafeteria, as I understand; is that 
right? A. Yes. 

Q. How long did the polls remain open? How 
long did the voting continue? 

Mr. Cannon: You mean in the final election? 

Q. (By Mx. Ryan): On the first election. 

A. The first election ? 

Oeics: 

A. J don’t know. I understood that every one 
working in the plant had a chance to vote. There 
were three shifts then. So I reckon the ballot box 
stayed open about cight or ten hours. 

Did you vourself vote in the first election? 
Yes. 

Where did you receive your ballot? 

Right at the ballot box. 

The ballot box was located where? 

A. In the eafcteria. 

Q. Who gave vou the ballot? 

A. One of the board of directors. I don’t remem- 
ber exactly [3860] who it was. 

Q. Did you take part in the counting of the first 
ballots for the first election ? A. No, I didi® 
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Q. Now, in the run-off election, that was also 
held in the cafeteria. A. Yes. 

Q. Did you receive your ballot in the same way 
for that election ? 

A. Well, no, I just walked up to the table because 
TI was out there all the time. And T just picked up a 
ballot and voted and dropped it in the ballot box; 
that is all. 

Q. Were the ballots there on the table? 

A. They were there all the time, yes. 

Q. You just walked up and picked one up and 
marked it? A. Yes. 

Q. By the way, were there booths set up in the 
cafeteria where you marked them in secret? 

A. No, no booths. 

@. Where did you mark them? 

A. ‘There were tables in the cafeteria. You would 
sit down at the table and mark it and walk to the 
ballot box and drop it in. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Was there anybody in 
charge of the ballot box? [861] 

The Witness: The board of directors, Ned Man- 
della, Andy Bereznak, Floyd Cate and myself. 

@. (By Mr. Ryan): Was Bereznak a member 
of the board of directors at that time? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Who designated you as a memher of the elec- 
tion board on that second election ? 

A. Nobody did. I just told them I wanted to be 
there, and I was there; that is all. 

Q. When the polls closed and the counting of 
ballots was done, where was it done? 
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A. We brought the ballots up to Mr. Cannon’s 
conference room and counted them there. 

Q. Who brought the ballots up there? 

A. We were together. 

Trial Examiner Batten: You all went up there 
with the ballot box; is that it? 

The Witness: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): What I have reference to is 
who did go up to count the ballots besides yourself? 

A. Myself and Mandella. Bereznak and Cate 
were there, and one or two others. I don’t remember 
who they were. 

Q. Was Cate a member of the board of directors ? 

A. He was my opponent on the ballot. He was 
running for board of directors. [362] 

@. About what time of day was this you went up 
to count the ballots? 

A. That was at night, around 11:30 or 12:00 
o’clock at night. 

Q. Your shift was the swing shift; is that right? 

A. Yes: 

Q. What were the hours of your working shift 
at that particular time ? 

A. I think it was from 3:30 to somewhere around 
12:00. 


Q. Midnight? A. Midmght, yes. 
Q. Had vou been off of your shift all during the 
time that the voting took place ? A. Ihad, yes. 


Trial xaminer Batten: How long had you been 
off ? How long was the ballot box there? 
The Witness: Well, it had started that noon and 
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I was down at the plant at noon and stayed there until 
they closed the ballot box that night. 

Trial Examiner Batten: You mean from 12:00 
o’clock noon until about 11:00 or 12:00 at night? 

The Witness: Approximately that time, yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): This Floyd Cate, I believe 
you mentioned, was your opponent? 

A. Yes, sir. [363] 

@. Where did he work? 

A. He was an inspector in the plant. He worked 
on the day shift. 

Q. What were the hours of the day shift? 

A. ‘They worked from around 7:30 to 3:30. 

Q. In the afternoon? A. Yes. 

@. Did he work that day during the time that 
the polls were open, or did he stay in there at the 
election voting place? 

A. He had been there and he would come and 
go. I don’t know if he was working or what he was 
doing. 

Q. This Ned Mandella, do you know when he 
was working in the plant regularly, what shift he 
worked on? 

A. Well, when he was working there he worked 
the day shift. 

Q. Was he there present at the voting all of the 
time you were? 

A. He was there, and then he would go off and 
come back. 

Q. In and out? A. Yes. 
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Q. Now, also with respect to Bereznak, what 
shift did he work? 

A. Tle was on the day shift most of the time. 

Q. Iam talking about the particular day of this 
election. 

A. Oh. I think he was on the day shift. 

Q. Was he one of the election committee? [364] 

A. He was there watching the box, ballot box, 


@. Was he there all of the time you were there ? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Now, asa result of that election you went up 
and counted the ballots. Did you win membership 
on the board of directors or were you defeated ? 

A. I was defeated. [865] 
cee eS 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): I believe you stated that 
the ballots of the election for hoard of directors 
were counted in the office; is that right? 

A. In the Conference Room. 

@. ‘There at the plant? 

A, At the Cannon plant, yes. 

Q. Were the employees then notified as soon as 
you had finished counting, as to the results of the 
election ? 

A. IT don’t know if they were or not. I left im- 
mediately and went home. 

Q. Now, Mr. Armant, did you have occasion to 
have some dealings with an Army inspector by the 
name of Brown while you were employed by the 
company ? A. Yes, I did. 
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@. About when was that? 

A. Well, that was around the month of June, 
1942, somewhere in the month of June. [369] 

Mr. Cannon: June, 1942? 

‘Nhe Witness: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Was this Inspector Brown 
an Army inspector? 

A. Yes. He was very friendly with me—— 

C SU i 

@. (By Mr. Ryan): Did he have an office in 
the Cannon plant at the time? 

A. He had an office in the Cannon plant, yes. 

@. Sometime about the month of June, 1941, 
you had a conversation with him; did you? 

A. Let’s see, 1941. I think it was in 1942. 

Q. 1942; I am sorry. 

A. 1942, yes. He told me that there was some 
rumors around the plant about workers having to 
pay $5.00 to $10.00 for their jobs from the Humble 
Brothers Employment Office, and he asked me if 
there was any truth to it. 

I told him yes, I had heard the same thing. I 
said, ‘‘In fact, I could give you a receipt, photo- 
static copies of the receipts that workers are being 
sent down here by [370] the employment office.”’ 

He said, ‘‘I would appreciate it if you would.”’ I 
got two or three photostatic copies of receipts that 
these workers were paying for their jobs and gave 
them to him. 

He says, ‘‘Well,’”’ he says, ‘‘the State Employ- 
ment sends people down here and they can’t get a 
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job," he says, ‘‘but everybody it seems that pays 
for their jobs eome out here and go to work.”’ 

T said, ‘‘Well, here it is.’’ Just as we handed 
these receipts Floyd Cate passed by and looked in 
and saw us. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Who? 

The Witness: Floyd Cate, a member of the 
Board of Directors. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Of the Cannon Employees 
Association ? A. Yes. 

Mr. Cannon: Find out who was there with him. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Who was there with you 
besides Mr. Brown ? 

A. A worker by the name of Harmon Fellows. 


Q. Harmon Fellows? A. Yes. 
@. Was he active with you in investigating this 
matter of the employment? A. Yes, he was. 


Q.” Was he also a C.1-0. man® 

A. He was a C.1.0. shop steward. [371] 

Q. You at that time were active in the C.LO., 
too? A. I was a C.L.O. shop steward, also. 

Q. Now, on the occasion when you brought in 
the receipts, as you have mentioned in your testi- 
mony, to Brown, you say Floyd Cate saw you? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Can vou tell us or not whether Ned Man- 
dela was involved in any way with those receipts? 

A. Well, there was a sign on the employment 
receipts T had that said, ‘‘Clear with Ned Man- 
della,” and right at the bottom of the receipt they 
had his name signed. 
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Mr. Cannon: Do you have one of those? 

Q. (By Mr. Brown): By the way, at that time 
was Ned Mandella the president of the Cannon Em- 
ployees Association ? A. Yes, he was. 

Mr. Ryan: Miss Reporter, will you mark this 
document as Board’s exhibit next in order for iden- 
tification, please ? 


(The document referred to was marked as 
Board’s Exhibit No. 36, for identification.) 


Q. (By Mr. Ryan): I show you, Mr. Armant, 
what has been marked as Board’s Exhibit 36 for 
identification, and ask you to tell us what that is, 
if you know. 

A. This is one from the Arnold Employment 
Agency. There were several of the agencies. The 
Humble Brothers was one. 

Myr. Cannon: Humble Brothers? [372] 

The Witness: I think it is Humble Brothers. I 
know there was more than one of the agencies, there 
were several of them. 

Q. (By Mi. Ryan): How did you get them? 

A, We asked the new workers that were coming 
in the plant how they got their jobs. They told us 
through the employment offices. That is how we 
found out. 

Q. Did they give you the receipts ? 

A. Some of them gave us the receipts, yes, and 
some of them kept them. 

Q@. Is this one you got from a new employee 
there at the plant (incidating) ? A. Yes. 
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Q. Did you turn this document, Board's Ex- 
hibit 36, over to Mr. Brown? 

A. I gave that to Mr. Brown, yes. 

Mr. Ryan: Now, I offer Board’s Exhibit 36 for 
identification, in evidence. 

Mx. Cannon: I have no objection except that it 
is hearsay, in the strictest sense. I Just want to note 
the objection at this time. I have no objection other- 
wise to its going in. 

Trial Examiner Batten: It will be received. 


(The document heretofore marked as Board’s 
Exhibit No. 36, for identification, was received 
in evidence.) [373] 


Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Mr. Armant, after you had 
been seen going in to talk to Mr. Brown, or while 
you were in there talking to Mr. Brown turning 
these receipts over to him, of which Board’s Ex- 
hibit 36 is an example, did anyone come into the 
office while you were in there with Mr. Brown? 

A. Well, for some reason Floyd Cate saw us. I 
don’t remember exactly if he came in the office or 
if he passed by. As I recollect now, I could be sure 
he came in the office while we were in there. That 
is how he happened to see us. He either came in the 
office or he passed by, one of the two. I know it is 
unusual to have two answers to one question, but it 
has been so long, you know, and you can’t remember 
every httle incident that happened. 

Q. Then, Mr. Armant, did vou within a few days 
receive any notice from the Cannon Employees’ As- 
sociation ? 
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A. Well, several days later, I think,—sometime 
after that—I received a letter from the C.H.A. stat- 
ing that due to unpleasant cireumstances—— 

Mr. Cannon: Wait a minute. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Wait a minute. All I 
wanted was a yes or no answer. 

Peeves. J did. 

Mr. Ryan: Will you please mark this document 
as Board’s exhibit next in order for the purpose of 
identification? [374] 


(The document referred to was marked as 
Board’s Exhibit No. 37, for identification.) 


Mr. Ryan: I show Board’s Exhibit 37 for iden- 
tification to counsel. 

Miss Reporter, will you please mark this docu- 
ment as Board’s exhibit next in order? 


(The document referred to was marked as 
Board’s Exhibit No. 38, for identification.) 


Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Now, Mr. Armant, I show 
you what has been marked as Board’s Exhibit 37 
for identification, and ask you to tell us if you ever 
saw it before and how you happened to see it? 

A. This is the letter, or copy of the letter I re- 
eeived—no, this is the original letter I received on 
August 5, 1942; I received this letter. 

Q. You received it from Mr. Ned Mandella, 
president of Cannon Employees’ Association: is 
that mght? A. Yes. 

Q. The letter is dated July 31, 1942. 

A. Yes. [875| 
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Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Now, Mt. Armant, 1 we 
heve you testified did you, that Mr. Harmon Fel- 
lows, another C.I.O. shop steward, was also with 
you at the time that you went to Brown’s office. 

A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Did he, to your knowledge, also receive a like 
letter from My. Mandella? 

A. He said that he received a letter, too. 

Mr. Ryan: Will counsel stipulate that Board’s 
Exhibit 38 for identification is a letter addressed 
to Mr. Harmon Fellows from Ned Mandella and 
involves the same matter, apparently? 

Mr. Cannon: Yes, I will so stipulate, without 
waiving my objection to its being hearsay so far 
as the respondents are concerned. 

Mr. Ryan: I offer Board’s Exhibits 37 and 38 
for identification in evidence. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Do you have any duph- 
cates of those? 

Mr. Ryan: Not as yet. I just got these letters. 

Trial Examiner Batten: They will be received. 

(The documents heretofore marked as 
Board’s Exhibits Nos. 37 and 38, for identifi- 
cation, were received in evidence.) [376] 

[Printer’s Note:] Board’s Exhibit No. 37 is 
set out in full at page 691 of this printed Record. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Mr. Armant, I neticeain 
the letter which you received, which has been re- 
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ceived in evidence, that you were asked to appear 
on August 4th, T believe, for a hearing. 

A. Yes. 

Q@. You say you did not receive the letter until 
August 5th, which would be the day after? 

A. Yes. 

Q. What did you do in connection with the letter 
after you received it from the company ? 

A. As soon as I received the letter I immediately 
called Mr. Ned Mandella and asked him why did 
he ask me to report due to unpleasant circum- 
stances. 

I said, ‘‘What unpleasant circumstances have 
arisen ?”’ 

He said, *“‘You will have to come out here and 
find out.”’ 

I said, ‘‘I am not too late, am 1?”’ 

He said, ‘‘You are a day late.’’ He says, “*But 
maybe we can have you come out a little time later.”’ 

IT said, ‘‘What do you mean by a little time 
later?” 

He said, ‘‘You be out here at 2:00 o’clock on 
August 7th and you will find out.”’ 

Q. Where did you, Mr. Armant, have this dis- 
cussion with Mr. Mandella you have just testified 
to? A. Over the telephone. 

Q. Over the telephone. Where were you calling 
from? 

A. The corner phone, the corner of my house. 

Q. Where were you ealling Mandella? 

A. At the C.E.A. office. 
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Q. Tad you known Mandella quite well up to 
fiat tine? he Yes: 

Q. So you knew you were talking to Mandella? 

A. I knew I was talking to Mandella; I knew 
his voice. 

Q. Was that conversation on the day you re- 
ceived the letter? 

A. On the 5th of August, 19-42. 

Q. On the 7th of August did you report out at 
the C.E.A. office? AL edd 

Q. About what time of day? 

Ae 2-00 0: clock: 

Q. In the afternoon? A. Yes. 

. Was anyone else there at the time? 

A. Well, when I first got there Ned Mandella 

and Pete Vitale and Mr. Clark was there. 

Who was Mr. Clark. 

He was one of the board of directors. 

Of the Cannon Employees’ Association ? 
Yes. 

And this Mr. Vitale, was he also a member 
of the board of directors of the C.E.A. at that time? 

A. Yes. I had taken a friend of mine with 
me. [378] 

Q. Who was that? 

A. His name was Joe Ferns. 

@. Was he an employee of the company ? 

A. He was an employee of the company, yes. 
And as soon as I arrived Mandella got on the tele- 
phone and he called the plant and he asked for 
Mr. Floyd Cate and Mr. Andy Bereznak and La- 
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Guerre Drouet. The three of them were members 
of the boards of directors, but this LaGuerre Drouet 
was the foreman of the shop; he was a foreman in 
the shop. 

Q. At that time? A. At that time, yes. 

Q. He called the plant. Do you know what he 
said? Were you there listening to the conversation ? 

A. He said, ‘‘Armant is over herve. Come on over. 
We are going to start.’’ He only made one telephone 
eall, and the three of them came over. 

@. Were they over there within a few minutes? 

A. I would say in about 10 minutes they came 
over. 

Q. That would be shortly after 2:00 o’clock in 
the afternoon; is that right? 

Q. To your knowledge were they working on the 
day shift at the time? 


A. I am pretty sure they were, yes. 

Q. What time did the day shift end then? 

eee a co0, [379 | 

Q@. 3:30 in the afternoon? A. Yes. 

Q. This was shortly after 2:00 o’clock, however? 

A. Yes. 

Q. That this matter was taking place that you 
are testifying to? A. Yes. 


Q. After these three directors came over from 
the plant, then what happened, if anything ? 

A. Well, then we were in a private room and 
they closed the door and Mandella sit at the desk, 
and he started reading a lot of papers, different 
affidavits he said he had against me. 
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Q. Up to that time, or up to the particular 
moment when he started to read these affidavits 
against vou, allegedly against you, had you re- 
ceived any notice from C.E.A. as to what you were 
bemg charged with, other than that letter now in 
evidence from Mandella? 

A. Nothing more than that. No, I did not. 

Q. Proceed. 

A. Well, he accused me, the first thing, of sign- 
ing up workers on company time in the company’s 
rest room. ‘hen he accused me of giving Mr. Brown 
information regarding the employment of the plant. 

Q. That is Inspector Brown? [380] 

A. Inspector Brown, yes. Then he accused me 
of belonging to the Communist party. And he also 
accused me of making false statements against the 
C.H.A. 

Q. Did he explain what those statements were? 

A. Well, he didn’t say. He just said I made 
false statements against the C.E.A. And he also ac- 
cused me of signing up George Fish in the C.LO. 
on company time. George Fish was in the Army at 
the time, but the time they claimed I signed him up 
in the C.I.O. he was on the board of directors for 
the C.E.A. I told them I wouldn’t do anything like 
that, sign up a board of director member on com- 
pany time. 

I tried to get time to get my witnesses and all to- 
gether, but they wouldn’t let me go out and get wit- 
nesses or anything. They wouldn’t even let me 
answer the questions im my own defense, before they 
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all said, ‘*‘Well, we will just have to fire him, that is 
wll.”’ 

Trial Examiner Batten: Was this foreman there 
during this proceeding ? 

The Witness: Yes, he was the one that accused 
me of belonging to the Communist party. 

Mr. Cannon: Who? 

The Witness: La Guerre Drouet. He said, 
‘“‘Didn’t you belong to the Communist party ?’’. 

Mandella said, ‘‘Yes, he belongs to the Communist 
party.”’ 

Floyd Cate says, ‘‘ Yes, he has a membership card 
on him now. [381] Let’s search him and we will see 
if he belonged to the Communist party.’’ 

What could I do? I was there with my friend and 
myself. They had me outnumbered, and I kept 
quiet. 

Mr. Cannon: I object to his argument in the 
matter. 

Trial Examiner Batten: You tell us what he 
said. 

Mr. Cannon: Do I understand my objection runs 
to all this testimony in the absence of the company? 

Trial Examiner Batten: Yes. If the foreman 
were present I suppose you still would object to it. 
But you may have a continuing objection. 

Mr. Cannon: There was no authorization for his 
doing unlawful things. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Mr. Armant, you were told 
that you couldn’t bring any witnesses in. 

A. They didn’t want to leave this fellow stay 
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that [ had brought over. T refused to stay myself 
unless he stayed in. And they finally decided to 
leave him stay there if he would be quiet. 

Q. How long did this proceeding last? 

A. I would say over an hour. 

Q. Did anything else take place, other than what 
vou have related already, that you can recall, this 
reading of charges against you and making of state- 
ments such as you have already testified to? [382] 

A. That is all that happened there. 

Trial Examiner Batten: What other part, if 
any, did this foreman take in this proceeding? You 
told us some of the things he said. Did he take any 
other part in the proceeding? 

The Witness: Well, he was there. He was on the 
board of directors. He had a right to be there. 

Trial Examiner Batten: You mean he was on 
the board of directors? 

The Witness: Yes. 

Trial Examiner Batten: You say he was a fore- 
man ? 

The Witness: Yes. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Well, what was he, a 
foreman or a leadman? 

The Witness: He was a janitor foreman. 

Tiial Examiner Batten: You mean he was a 
foreman of all the janitors in the plant? 

The Witness: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Was there a vote taken 
among those directors there at the conclusion of 
the proceeding, as to what would happen to you? 
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A. Well, there was no vote. They just had told 
me I was guilty of the charges and I would he dis- 
charged. 

Q. Did they tell you right there in the pro- 
ceedings ? 

A. They didn’t say right then I would be dis- 
charged, but [883] they said I would be discharged. 

Q. Did they tell you that there, that you would 
be discharged ? 

A. Yes. I left and went to work that night. A 
week or two weeks later I was discharged. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Who told you there you 
would be discharged ? 

The Witness: The President, Mandella, Ned 
Mandella. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Was this Harmon Fellows 
also called in for a trial at that time? 

A. Not at the time I was, he wasn’t there. 

Q. Now, how long did this proceeding last? 

A. Over an hour I would say. 

Q. What did you do after it ended. did you 
leave the room? 

A. I left then and went to work. 

Q. What time did you report for work? 

A. About 3:30. 

Q. How long did you continue to work for the 
company after that, approximately ? 

A. I would say about ten days or two weeks 
after. 

Q. Will you relate the circumstances of youl 
termination of employment? 
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A. Well, I went to work one afternoon and I 
think it was around the 12th of September, some- 
where there, around the 12th of September, 1942, 
and my catd wasn’t in the rack. [384] L didn’t 
know what to think, so I immediately got on the 
phone at the plant and called up the C.B.A. I called 
Mandella. I asked him, I told him my card was not 
in the rack. I said, ‘‘What is the matter?”’ 

He said, ‘‘ Well, you are fired.’’ 

So after that I got in touch the next day with 
the C.I.O. representatives and I told them what 
happened. And through the Federal Conciliator, 
My. Livingston, sometime later I was re-employed. 

Q. Mr. Livingston, the conciliator for the United 
States Department of Conciliation ? 


As Wes: 

Q. He was brought into the scene by the C.I.0.; 
is that nght? A. Yes. 

Q. Concerning your discharge? A. Yes. 


Trial Examiner Batten: Well, when Mandella 
told you you were discharged, did you go to your 
foreman ? 

The Witness: When I got on the telephone and 
called him up? 

Trial Examiner Batten: Yes. 

The Witness: No, I couldn’t get in the plant. 
I didn’t have a card or anything. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Did you go to the gate? 

The Witness: Yes, I went to the gate. That is 
where the cards were. 
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Trial Examiner Batten: Did you talk to the 
guard there or the person in charge of the gate? 

The Witness: I called up the C.E.A. office there 
and spoke to Mandella, and he told me I was fired. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Could you have gotten 
into the employment office without going through 
the gate? 

The Witness: Yes, I could have. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Did you go over there? 

The Witness: No, I didn’t. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Mr. Armant, to be clear 
about this occasion when you reported for work 
and your card was missing, where is that rack? 

A. That is just past the guard’s desk, outside 
of the plant. 

Q. Outside of the plant? A. Yes, 

Mr. Cannon: The card is inside the plant, 
isn’t 1t? 

The Witness: Not at that time they weren’t. 
They were as you go in through the gate, you pass 
the guard and right in through the gate. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): This was your time card 
which you punched at the time clock vou are refer- 
ring to as your eard, is that right? [386] 

A. Yes. And I was told I was discharged. 

Q. Was there a rule that you had to puneh your 
time card before you could walk into the plant. 
before you came in to work at that time? 

A. Yes. 

Q. So when you saw your card missing, where 
did you go to make the telephone call? 
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A. Right in the plant there. 

Q. You did# 

A. Yes, they had a telephone there. 

Q. You called Mandela at the C.E.A. office; did 
you? 

A. Yes. I say in the plant. I meant right in the 
cafeteria. 

Q. There they have a telephone? 

A. It was just where the cards were to be 
punched, right there they had a telephone booth. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Was that a pay tele- 
phone? 

The Witness: Yes, a pay telephone. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): After you talked to him, 
you left the plant; did you? A. Yes. 

Q. After he had instructed you? A. Yes. 

Q. As to what you have testified to? 

A. Yes. [887] 

Q. What did you do after you left the plant? 

A. Well, I think it was a day after—I went 
home and the day after I got in touch with the 
C.I.O. and I told them what had happened. 

Q. And the C.I.O. brought in Conciliator Liv- 
ingston, as you have testified ? 

A. On this case, yes. 

Q. Was a hearing held in front of Mr. Living- 
ston about it, do you know; about your discharge? 

A. Well, I don’t know for sure. 

Q. You weren’t present? 

A. I wasn’t present, no. But I was supposed to 
return back to work. 
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Q. You were reinstated. About how long was it 
after your discharge then you were reinstated, ap- 
proximately ? 

A. I was reinstated and received $150.00 back 
pay, so that 

Trial Examiner Batten: How much time did you 
lose, about ? 

The Witness: Well, IT would say about two 
weeks, I reckon. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): And you returned to your 
job then, and did you get your back pay? 

A. JI received my back pay, yes. 

Q. Now, do you remember the date of your re- 
turn to work, approximate date? 

A. Around the 12th of September, 1942. [388] 

Q. Now, so that the record won’t be confused, 
Mr. Armant, you stated you thought you were dis- 
charged about the 12th of September. If you re- 
turned about the 12th of September it must have 
been before that that you were discharged. 

A. Iam sure I returned on the 12th of Septem- 
ber, so I must have been discharged about the week 
or two after August the 7th, 1942. It must have 
been in the middle of August or the latter part of 
August I was discharged. I don’t remember exactly 
the exact date. 

Q. Well, you returned to work about September 
12th or 13th. What shift did you return to work on? 

A. J returned on the swing shift. 

Q. That is the one you had been working on 
before? A. Yes. 
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Q. What department were you working in at 
that time? A. Wepariment 

Q. After you returned to work that day, did any 
of the other employees come up to you after you 
had gotten hack on the job and make any state- 
ments to you? 

A. Yes, practically all the employees in my de- 
partment came up to me and were glad to see me 
back, and were shaking mv hand and patting me 
on the back, and laughing. 

Q. Then about a half an hour after you had 
been back, do you recall seeing Andy Bereznak and 
any other member of the board of divectors of the 
C.1K.A. walk through your department? [389] 

A. Yes, Andy Bereznak and Barnett, I think his 
name was; he was also a board of director member. 

Mr. Cannon: Barnett? 

The Witness: Yes. They walked through my 
department. I noticed them stopping and talking 
to several workers, and they went on in to the 
Assembly department. About 10 or 15 minutes later 
I saw them pass through and they had a string of 
people following them. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): By people do you refer to 
employees ? 

A. Yes, employees following them. And they 
went out into the plant cafeteria. 

Q. You couldn’t see all of that; could you? 

A. Well, I could see that, ves, where I was at 
And one of the givls named Monna Nye told me 
they were having a production meeting and they 
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were asked to go out, but they weren’t going to go 
out to it but they were going to stay and work. 

The next thing I knew the day superintendent, 
Superintendent Hawkinson, came up to me and he 
told me, he says, ‘‘The workers in the plant here 
are out on strike, and the best thing for you to do 
is go home if you want to cooperate with winning 
the war and you are all out for production, like 
you claim to be.”’ 

Q. Did he explain why they were striking? 

A. Yes, because I had returned to work and 
they were [390] strictly against me working in the 
plant. 

So I told him, I says, ‘‘That is not true.’’ I says, 
‘“Those workers are not out there on strike,’’ I says, 
‘they are having a production meeting.”’ 

So he says, ‘‘Oh, no, it is a strike.’’ 

I says, ‘I will tell you what I will do. Give me 
a chance to go out and talk to the workers, and I 
gcuarantee you every one of them will be back in 
here working; there is no strike.”’ 

Q. Where were these employees supposedly on 
strike? 

A. Out in the plant cafeteria. ‘‘Oh, no,” he says, 
‘‘T can’t let you do that. You may get in trouble.”’ 

I said, “‘No, I won’t get in any trouble.” I said, 
‘Tf I get in any trouble I will take the responsibil- 
ity. But as far as my starting any trouble I won't 
do it.’’ 

He says, ‘‘Well, I still can’t leave you go. The 
best thing you can do is you had better go home.”’ 
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T said, ‘‘I am not going home. I am going to keep 
working.’’ And IT was working all the time I was 
talking to him. 

So a little while later he came back and he told 
me to come in the office. He said, ‘‘Bob Cannon is 
in there and wants to talk to you.” 

So I went in the office and Bob Cannon said, he 
savs, ‘‘ Well, the workers are on strike. They don’t 
want you to svork in the plant.™ Ble says vou 
better go home.’ [391] 

I says, ‘‘ Listen, Bob Cannon. those workers aren’t 
out there on strike. You know as well as I do they 
are not. Give me a chance to prove they are out 
there on a production meeting. And give me a 
chance to talk to them and they will be back to 
work.”’ 

He said, ‘* Listen, I am not going to tell vou once 
more to get out of here. If you don’t get out of 
here I will have you thrown out.’’ And that 1s when 
I decided to get off, and I went out. 

Q. You left the plant? A. “Wes: 

Q. By the way, at any time there while Hawkin- 
son was talking to you, or while you were talking to 
Bob Cannon, did the night superintendent Rollie 
Thompson come on the scene? 

A. Yes. He also came on the scene, but Harmon 
Fellows—he told Harmon Fellows the same thing, 
that the workers were out on a strike. 

My. Cannon: You weren't there when he told 
Fellows that: were vou? 

The Witness: Yes, I was. I was there when he 
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told him that, right in the superintendent’s office. 

Trial Examiner Batten: In your presence? 

The Witness: In my presence, yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan:) Did Thompson say any- 
thing else? 

A. Well, they both were talking to us about 
leaving the [392] plant, Hawkinson and Thompson. 

Q@. Now, after you left the plant, what did 
you do? 

A. Well, after I left the plant there I got in 
touch with the C.I.0., the United Electrical, Radio 
and Machine Workers, and I notified them what 
had happened. 

They got in touch with Mr. Livingston, Federal 
Conciliator, and I was ordered to return back to 
the plant to work. 

Q. Well, was a hearing held? Was an arbitra- 
tion hearing held after your discharge? 

A. When I returned to the plant, yes. 

Q. How soon did you return to the plant after 
you had been ordered out? 

A. About three days later. 

@. About three days later? A. Yes. 

Q. Who told you to return to the plant? 

A. Well, the Federal Conciliator had notified 
the union that the C.L.0., that I was supposed to 
go back to work. 

@. You did report for work then three or four 
days after you had been discharged ? 

A. Yes. 
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Q. Then was an arbitration hearing held rela- 
tive to the matter of your discharge? 

A. Well. titat is [393] 

Q. After you got back to work? 

A. Then I reported to the plant, T think it was 
on the 15th, September 15th when IT reported to the 
plant. And I was then notified they were going to 
have an arbitration. 

Q. Right then? A. Right then. 

Q. Before you ever got started at your work; 
is that meht? 

A. Yes. So I got to the phone and tried to get 
in touch with the lawver, to see if the thing was 
going to be conducted right and I was going to have 
some chance to bring in witnesses, you know. 

Q. What lawyer did you get in touch with? 

A. I called Vie Kaplan. 

Q. A C.I.O. attorney at that time? 

A. Yes. And he came down to the plant, and 
he talked to Mr. Cannon. 

Q. Yes. He wouldn’t leave the lawyer stay. He 
told him it wasn’t necessary for me to be repre- 
sented by an attorney. 

Q. Now, before you get any further with that, 
when you got to the plant there on that day, where 
did you report? 

A. I reported to 3209 Humboldt Street. 

Q. But did you punch your card to start into 
work ? ANG? 

Q. Were you met there by someone who told 
vou what to do? [394] 


Cannon Manufacturing Corp., et al. 319 


(Testimony of Clarence Joseph Armant.) 

A. I was just told to go to the Humboldt Street 
entrance of the plant, that is all. 

Q. You were advised that the concillator had 
arranged for you to return to the plant that day ? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Did you know there was going to be an arbi- 
tration hearing there? 

A. No, I did not. If I would have I would have 
had my attorney there. 

Mr. Cannon: J move to strike that out. 

Trial Examiner Batten: That may be stricken, 
the last phrase. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): When you got to the plant 
that day, how were you advised that there was to 
be an arbitration proceedings immediately ? 

A. I went up to the office there and I told the 
girl that I wanted to see if I was supposed to come 
back to work, or something. I don’t remember that 
httle incident. Anyway, the girl told me at the desk 
there that I would have to go upstairs and see Mr. 
Cannon. So I went up and Bob Cannon was there. 
He said his father was in the cafeteria eating a 
sandwich and he would be back in a few minutes; 
they were going to arbitrate the case. When I found 
that out I got on the telephone might away and 
ealled up the union and asked them to send a law- 
yer down. [395] 

Q. Then as you waited there who else was 
around there, if anyone? 

A. The C.E.A. board of directors. Ned Mandella, 
Floyd Cate, Mr. Clark; I don’t know his first name. 
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And there were one or two others there. Floyd 
Izsom was there. He wasn’t a board of director. 

Q. Where were you all waiting? You were wait- 
ine there for a few minutes. weren't you, while 
Mr. Cannon was in the cafeteria having coffee? 

A. The C.E.A. was in and out, the C.E.A. rep- 
resentatives were in and out of the conference 
room, but we waited ght on the outside, Fellows 
and myself. 

Q. Harmon Fellows? A. Yes. 

Q. He had been told to report there also? 

Aw Wes: 

Q. To make the picture clear now, on the day 
that you had been ordered out of the plant, when 
this supposed strike was taking place in the cafe- 
teria, Harmon Fellows also left the plant on that 


day ? A. He was ordered out, also. 
Q. In your presence? A. Yes. 


Q. When you returned that day, prior to this ar- 
bitration hearing, Fellows was coming back with 
you; 1s that tueht?+|/ 396] A. Yes. 

Q. You both went up to this arbitration hear- 
ing room ? A. Yes. 

Q. Did Mr. James Cannon eventually come up 
to the conference room ? A. Yes, he did. 

Q. Did the arbitration meeting get under way? 

Nes. 

Q. Who was the arbitrator? 

A. Well, Mr. Cannon and Lt. Commander Pow- 
ell. E just called these people off by name. I don’t 
know any of them. And Mr. Boekman. 
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Q. Do you know who he was? A. No. 

Q. Do you know who he was representing there? 

A. I don’t know. I don’t know who picked him 
or anything. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Did you pick any of 
these people? 

The Witness: No. 

Trial Examiner Batten: Who is this Lt. Com- 
mander Powell? 

The Witness: Well, he had a uniform on. He 
must have been in service. 

Mr. Ryan: I might say he was a Naval man 
that has to do with production. 

Mr. Cannon: Yes. [397] 

Trial Examiner Batten: Connected there with 
the plant? 

Mr. Cannon: Not connected with us. He was 
sent there by the Navy. 

Trial Examiner Batten: The Navy has him sta- 
tioned there? 

Mr. James Cannon: He said he was an observer. 

Mr. Robert Cannon: He is a Navy consultant 
of the Navy material at Vernon. He was out on the 
Navy problems, whenever they came up. 

Trial Examiner Batten: You say he acted as an 
arbitrator? 

The Witness: Yes, sure. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): You sent for your attor- 
ney. Did he come down to the hearing? 

A. Yes. 

@. Did he remain at the hearing? 
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A. He went in and spoke to Mr. Cannon, and 
Mr. Cannon told him he couldn’t stay. 
So he left again; did he? A. Wes: 
That was Mr. Kaplan, C.1I.O. attorney ? 

A. Yes, Rit. -iaplan, 

Q. Who called the arbitration proceeding to 
order? A. Mr. Cannon. 

Q. Will you tell us then what happened after it 
got under way, what was said and what was done? 

A. Well, Mr. Cannon said, ‘‘ Well, all nght. We 
are ready to [398] start now. We will take Mr. 
Fellows first.’’ [399] 


Go oe EES 


Q. So you don’t know what was going on in 
there, of course, while Harmon Fellows was in 
there; you weren’t there? A. No, I was not. 

Q. Harmon Fellows came out and you were 
called in to the arbitration proceedings? 

A. I was called in, yes. 

Q. Who called you in? 

A. Mr. Clark. He was a board of directors. I 
don’t remember if he stayed in the conference, at 
least in the arbitration or if he was out. But he 
seemed to always call one of us in, like that, notify 
us to come in. 

Q. You went into the hearing room, Mr. Armant, 
and what happened after you got in there? 

A. Well, I was aceused of these charges thi 
the C.1.A. claimed they had. They claimed they had 
affidavits signed against me. 
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Trial ixaminer Batten: You mean the same 
charges as before? 

The Witness: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Who read these accusa- 
tions? A. Mr. Cannon. 

Q. James Connon? 

A. Yes. He accused me of signing up workers on 
company time. He read papers he had there. He 
said they were affidavits. He said I was smoking 
in the rest room during working hours. I can’t get 
the whole thing clear. [401] 

a Se BSS 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): As I understand it, you 
walked out of the hearing finally; is that right? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Before it was over? A. Yes. [406] 

Q. Did you make any statement before you 
walked out? 

A. I said, ‘‘If this is the way you are going to 
conduct anything and not give me a chance to bring 
any witnesses in or anything, I am going to leave.’’ 
And I walked out. 

Q. Where did you go? 

A. Well, I immediately called one of the orga- 
nizers up and told them what had happened. 

Q. C.1.0.? A. Yes. 

@. And what did you do then? 

A. Well, then it was late at might, it was about 
9:00 or 10:00 o’clock, I think. I went home and 
the next thing [ knew was the Union had talked 
with Mr. Livingston and I was discharged. 
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Q. You were advised of that? A. Yes 
Q. That the so-called arbitration proceeding was 
not in vour favor; is that right? mw Yeo 


rial Examiner Batten: The union told you 
that? Who did you talk to at the union? 

The Witness: Well, Al George was organizer 
then for the C.I.0., and T am pretty sure that is 
who it was. 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Now, did Livingston, Con- 
cihator Livingston, come to vou personally after 
that arbitration hearing was over [407] and talk 
to you? 

A. No, I think we went to Livineston’s office. 

Q. You say ‘‘we.’’ Whom do vou have reference 
to? 

A. We had Al George and myself and one or 
two others of the organizers and some of the work- 
ers from the plant who went down to protest, T 
think it was. And he had told us there wasn’t any- 
thing he could do, that the matter was all settled. 

Q. Now, thereafter did you or the C.I.O. take 
any further action regarding your discharge? 

A. Yes. 

Q. First of all, did you receive any official notice 
from the company as to the termination ? 

A. No, no official notice. 

Q. Did you receive any communication whatever 
from the company after that arbitration proceed- 
ing, other than what you got through Livingston? 

ae NO, Ie dlicl ivot, 
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Q. Did you or the C.I.O. take any further action 
respecting that discharge? 

A. The C.I.O. took further action. 

Q. Will you tell us what the nature of that 
action was? 

A. Well, they appealed the case to the courts. 

Q. To the California courts? 

A. Yes, the California State court. Judge Willis 
was the [408] Judge. And the Judge ruled in my 
favor. 
ae GS GS Se 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Thereafter you worked fox 
the company no more; is that meht? 

A. No mote, that is right. 

Q. You haven’t worked for them up to this 
time? A. That is right. [409] 

Go 2G ES aS 

Q. (By My. Ryan): Mr. Armant, after this 
trial before Judge Willis, did you thereafter within 
a day or so or a few days report back to the plant 
for your job? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Whom did you see at the plant? 

A. I went to the personnel office and saw Mr. 
Wilcox. 


Q. Did you have a conversation with him? 

A. I told him that 

Q. Did you have a conversation with him? 
EEE, 

Q. Was anyone present other than you and Mr. 


Wilcox? 
A. That is all, Mr. Wilcox and myself. 
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Q. Will you tell us what was said? 

A. Well, [ told him that T was reinstated, the 
courts had ruled in my favor and T was ready to 
20 back to work. 

Judge Willis, you are referring to Judge Wil- 
lis’ trial ? A. Yes, Judge Willis. 

Q. What did Mr. Wilcox say? 

A. He told me to wait a while. He didn’t give 
me no answer there. I waited about 30 or 45 minutes 
and he came back and he told me nothing doing. 

@. Did he say anything other than nothing 
doing ? 

A. J went there for the job and he said, ‘‘No, 
nothing doing.’’ [410] 

Q. Did you see anybody in connection with the 
C.E.A., connected with the C.E.A. about your re- 
instatement ? 

A. I went back to the C.E.A. and it was under- 
stood I was a member of the C.E.A. 

Q. What do you mean ‘it was understood ?”’ 

A. I told them that IT had won the case and I 
was back there in good standing. They said yes, I 
was. And I tried to get them to call the company 
up and put me back to work, but they wouldn’t 
damit: 

Trial Examiner Batten: You say you were back 
in good standing. Was this action you brought in 
court for reinstatement in the C.E.A.? 

The Witness: That is the way the courts said, 
that I was a member in good standing in the C.H.A. 
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Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Had you been paying your 
dues in the C.E.A. all the time. 
A. Yes, I had been paying my dues all the time. 
Q. You went back to them. Whom did you talk 
to at the C.E.A.? 
A. Well, I talked to Andy Brezenak. 
@. Brezenak? A. Yes. 
Q. At that time was he an officer of the C.E.A.? 
A. He was a voted director, board of directors. 
He was one of the officials. [411] 
Where did you see him? 
One or two days after the trial. 
Where? A. In the C.E.A. office. 
Across the street from the Cannon plant? 
Yes. 
‘Was anyone present when you talked to him? 
His sister was there? 
His own sister? A. Yes. 
Was she working for the company ? 
She was working for the C.E.A. office. 
Was she there while you were talking to him? 
Yes, she was there. 
Did she take any part in the conversation ? 
No, I don’t think she did. 
All right. What did vou say to Brezenak and 
hat did he say to you on that oceasion ? 
A. JI said, ‘‘The courts have ruled in my favor. 
I am a member in good standing.’’ I said, ‘*I am 
ready to go back to work.” 
He said, ‘‘Yes, you are a member in good stand- 
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T said, *‘How about calling the company and get- 
ting me my job back?’’ 

‘Well, I can’t do that.’ So I went over to the 
company [412] myself. 

Q. That is when you saw Wilcox? A. Yes. 

Q. After you talked to Mr. Wilcox, as you have 
testified, what did vou do then, leave his office? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Have you had any further contact with the 
company or the C.E.A. since then? 

A. “No, I hagenrt. 

@. Have either the company or the C.E.A. noti- 
fied you at any time since then they would take you 
back to work? A. No they haven’t. 

Mr. Ryan: You may cross-examine. 


Cross-Examination 

Bp te a Sy 

Q. Now, getting back to this matter of the talk 
you had with Mr. Wileox. That was after you came 
over from the C.E.A. office; wasn’t it? 

A. Yes. [417] 

Q. What did vou tell Mr. Wileox, again ? 

A. ‘T am back for,my job,” I told hum 

Q. Tell me what vou told him? 

A. I think I said, “Mr. Wilcox, I won the case 
in court and I am back for my job.”’ 

Q. What else? 

A. And T think that is about all T said. 

Q. What did he sav? 

A. He said, ‘‘Wait a minute.’’ And he didn’t say 


ee 


Cannon Manufacturing Corp., et al. 329 


(Testimony of Clarence Joseph Armant.) 
yes or no. He went off and about 45 minutes later 
he came back and said, ‘‘No, nothing doing.”’ 

Q. What did you say? 

A. I said, “Well, all right.’’ And I walked out. 

Q. Was anything else said by either of you? 

A. That is all. [418] 
Ge O2 Se BS 

Q. (By Mr. Cannon): Getting back to this busi- 
ness about the cafeteria, when these people were 
ealled in there, you say that something was said 
about a production meeting ? A. Yes. 

Q. That was the day you returned to work; 
wasn’t it? A. Yes. 

Q. You saw this group from the assembly de- 


partment going in there? A. Yes. 
@. And some of the directors of the C.E.A. were 
with them? A. Yes. 


@. And then you remember they went in there, 
in the cafeteria, and remained how long, Mr. Ar- 
mant; do you know? 

A. I would say about one hour, maybe more. 

Q. All right. During this one hour period you 
were up to Mr. Bob Cannon’s office; were you ? 

A. Did I go up there? 

Q. Yes. 

A. No, I wasn’t up in Mr. Bob Cannon’s office. 

Q. When was it you went up to Bob Cannon’s 
office and you say he told you to get out? 

A. I was never in Bob Cannon’s office. 

Q. I beg your pardon. It was while these people 
were in the cafeteria you talked with Bob? [470] 
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. “aes: 

Q. Where did you have this talk with him? 

A. In the superintendent’s office. 

Q. Was that Brady’s office ? 

A. There were two superintendents, a day super- 
intendent and a mght superintendent. Hawkinson 
was day superintendent and Rollie Thompson was 
the other. 

Q. All right. Where was this office you had this 
talk with Bob Cannon ? 

A. I would say it was about 75 feet from where 
I was working. 

On the top floor? 

It was in Department 11. 

It was in Department 11? A. Yes. 
Who was there besides Bob Cannon and you? 
There was me, there was Harmon Fellows, 
Rolhe Thompson, Hawkinson, and Bob Cannon, and 
one or two other people; I don’t remember who 
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they were. 

Q. Now, then, this was on the top floor m the 
superintendent’s office, is that correct? 

A. Wes: 

Q. Now, at that time, right at that very time, 
there was quite a group, was there not, out in the 
cafeteria holding this meeting? 

A. J would say there was about 50 people. [471] 

Q. Was there a lot of talking and shouting and 
velling going on? A. No. 

Q. Was it a quiet sort of a meeting? 

A. I didn’t hear anything. 
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Q. You didn’t hear anything? A. No. 

@. You wanted to go out and make a speech? 

A. If didn’t want to make a speech. I wanted to 
go out there and tell the workers they were trying 
to frame me, they were claiming they were out 
there on strike and they were telling them there 
Was a production meeting. 

Q. Did you know what was going on out in the 
cafeteria ? 

A. One of the gris from my department asked 
one of the girls—and I, of course, believe she was 
approached by one of the Board of Directors and 
told to come on out, they were having a production 
meeting. 

Q. You say one of the girls in your department 
told you something about it. What was that? 

A. She told me they were having a production 
meeting. 

Q. All right. What else? 

A. That is all. 

Q. When did you ever learn there was anything 
but a production meeting going on out there? 

A. When the superintendent came up to me and 
told me there [472] was a strike. 

Q. That is the first you knew about it? 

A. Yes. 

@. There was no noise out there at all; is that 


right ? Dee NO: 
Q. No singing or shouting or speechmaking 
that you heard? A. No, nothing. 


Q. By the way, how far was this office you were 
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meeting in from the cafeteria where the 50 people 
were gathered ? 

A. About a hundred feet. 

Q. About a hundred feet? A. Yes. 

@. It was quite removed, you couldn’t hear any- 
thing at all; is that right? 

A. T ecouldn’t hear anything, no. 

Q. Now, give me this conversation again where 
Drouet was present in the C.E.A. offices, when you 
were up there for a hearing. Do you remember 
that time? A. What do you want to know? 

Q. J want you to tell me what Mr. Drouet said. 
First, I want to know who was there besides Drouet. 

A. Who was there? Ned Mandella, Clark, Pete 
Vitale and Andy Brezenak. It seems lke I am leavy- 
ing one out. And this friend of mine I had taken 
over with me, Joe Ferns. Did I mention Floyd 
Cate? [473] 

Q. You mentioned Floyd Cate, yes. 

A. Did I? 

Q. Yes. 

A. Floyd Cate, Pete Vitale, Andy Brezenak, 
Ned Mandella, and myself, and this witness [ 
brought over with me. 

Q. What did Drouet say? 

A. He asked me if I belonged to the Communist 
party. 

Q. He told you you belonged to it; didn’t he? 

A. He asked me if I belonged. 

Q. All right. Go ahead. 

A. I told him no. One of the other fellows, I 
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believe it was Vitale said, ‘‘ Yes, he belones to the 
Communist party.”’ 

Ned Mandella said, ‘‘Let’s search him now. IT bet 
he has got a membership card on him now.”’ 

Q. What else? 

A. Then I was accused of signing up workers in 
the plant and giving Inspector Brown these photo- 
static copies from the employment office and smok- 
ing in the rest room and making false statements 
against the Board of Directors. That is about it, 
T think. 

Q. Now, this morning the hearing commis- 
sioner asked you what this foreman Drouet had 
said. A. Yes. 

Q. Will you repeat again what he said? 

A. He asked me if I belonged to the Communist 
party. [474] 

Q. What else did he say? 

A. That is about all. 

Q. Drouet is the foreman you refer to? 

A. Yes, he was on the Board of Directors. 

Q. He is not the man that made the charge you 
were a member of the Communist party ? 

A. He asked me if T was. 

Q. JI am asking you whether or not Mr. Drouet 
made the charges that you were a member of the 
Communist party ? 

A. Well, I never saw any charges. They just 
told me they had charges against me. I couldn’t 
swear there were charges. 

Q. Mr. Armant, I was under the impression 
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that when the hearing commissioner asked you what 


this foreman had said you said this morning he is 
the man that made the charges against you for hbe- 
ing a member of the Communist party. Did you 
make such a statement? 

A. I don’t know. I don’t believe I did. 

Q. In any event, he didn’t make such a charge; 
did he? A. I don’t think he did, no. 

Q. What else did Drouet, the foreman, say while 
he was there in that hearing? 


A. You know how the fellows 

©). “No; i doit. 

A. ‘Yes, he is guilty. Sure’’. I can’t come out 
and say exactly what words he said because, you 
know, so much was [475] going on I couldn’t re- 
member every little word that was said. They all 
had a part in it, and they all had something to 
Say. 

Q. I am interested in Drouet. Did Drouet say 
“Ves, he is guilty ?”’ 

A. After the charges they all agreed that I was 
guilty, and I was going to be discharged. 

Q. I say did Mr. Drouet say you were guilty? 

A. Yes, he said I was guilty. 

Q. Of being a member of the Communist party? 

A. He didn’t say a member of the Communist 
party. After all, the charges were read against me. 
They said, ‘‘Well, he is guilty.”’ [476] 
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Redirect Examination 


Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Mr. Armant, in your cross- 
examination you made a statement to the effect, I 
believe, that you were elected shop steward for the 
C.1.0. shortly after you had begun work for the 
company in 1941; is that right? A. Yes. 

Q. Where did that election take place? 

A. Well, it was out near the plant there at a 
hall that the C.I.O. had rented. 

Q. Out in that vicinity of Los Angeles? 

A. Yes. 

@. Now, in the year 1942 and about the month 
of August before your first hearing that you have 
testified about—and I am referring now to that 
hearing that took place at the C.E.A. office—— 

Ae Yes. 

@. ——where Mandella and Drouet and these 
other Board of Director people were present, before 
that or about that time did you make a speech over 
the radio, sponsored by the C.1.0.? 

A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Who asked you to make this speech on the 
radio? 

A. Well, the organizer for the U.K. asked me if 
I would be willing to get on the radio and tell the 
workers just what was going on in the plant; so 
T did. [481] 

Q. Now, when you refer to the U.E., do you 
have reference to the United Electrical, Radio and 
Machine Workers, C.I.O.? A. Yes. 

Q. At that time was the U. E., using your term, 
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making an effort to campaign and get members in 
the plant? A. Yes, they were. [482] 
* * + i= 

Mr. Ryan: Will you mark this document, Miss 
Reporter, as Board’s Exhibit next in order? 


(Thereupon, the document referred to was 
marked as Board’s Exhibit No. 39, for iden- 
tification. ) 


Mr. Ryan: I have had marked as Board’s Ex- 
lubit 39, for identification, what purports to be 
‘“By-laws of Cannon Employees’ Association.”’ I 
show the document to counsel. I think they are the 
original by-laws of the organization, before they 
were amended. [486] 
nr 

Q. (By Mr. Ryan): Mr. Armant, after this 
hearing at the C.E.A. office, that is, the first time 
you had a hearing, and [495] that was with the 
Board of Directors of the C.E.A., that was about 
August 7, 1942? A. Yes. 

Q. After you left that hearing, or while you 
were still in the hearing you were advised by the 
people gathered there, Mandella and the other di- 
rectors, to the effect that they found you guilty of 
these charges? A. Yes. 

Q. Then what did you do? Did they say any- 
thing to you about what was going to happen to 
you? A. They told me I would be discharged. 

Q@. Then you left the office and returned to 
work; did you? As Waes: 


